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defense policies.. Addressed finally is the gb ect -of circumstances which
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might lead the USSR to use armed forces as a political instrument in the future

Soviet armed forces were used as a political Instrument, -as defined, on

187 occasions between June 1944 and June 1979. Soviet milita.y units were used
coercively in 155 or roughly four-fifths of these actions. In the remaining
32 operations, cooperative political-military diplomacy was practiced. TVo-

fifths of the total number of incidents took place between 1967 and 1979.

Soviet armed forces wet,, :- uncertain means for achieving specific politi-
cal objectives abroad. The occuirencz of positive outcomes in incidents and
their retention for at least a few years varied greatly with contextual circun-
stances and with how Soviet military power was utilized. The real tzation of
favorable outcomes of a broader quality important to Soviet interests also was
problematic.

As a discrete political instrument, Soviet milita'y power was little short

of a flop when it was used in specific inatances to intimidate regimes not to
the Kremlin's liking in Eastern Europe. To reverse political change in this
region, military suppression and its accompanying rewards and costs were neces-
sary. Moscow did achieve its operational objectives vis-'a-vis Peking in the
1969 crisis with China, but many months of military activity elapsed first and
the Kremlin finally had to raise the possibility of waging nuclear war. By
going to suci, extremes to purchase a secure border with China in the short term
a dynamic extremely prejudicial to Soviet security and glob.l Lvterests in tnelong term was set in motion.

Cautious and subtle coercive Soviet diplomacy in response to situations of
U.S.-involved conflict on the Korean Peninsula and in the Vietnam War were more
fruitful. In these affairs, U.S. behavior did conform to the objectives of
Soviet political-military activities. In each of these actions the use of
Soviet armed forces was extremely prudent aad had very limited goals, however.
The Kremlin's care to delimit sharply its objectives and uze of force to coerce
the United States during conflicts in Northeast and Southeast Asia, if success-
ful in meeting restricted goals, was received poorly by fraternal cowmunist
nations threatened by the United States and wh&se allegiance Moscow was con-
cerned to retain,

Failures were not unknown in the third world and the USSR did not obtain,
as a result of coercive diplomacy on behalf cf allies there, positions of
standing able to withstand serious differences of interest. And too, the rami-
fications of incidents to which the United States, China and European NATO
nations were attentive included serious debits. Nevertheless, outcomes related

to Soviet operational objectives in the third world were by and large positive
in the short term and were retained over tha next several years. Soviet
military units served particularly well in coercing antagonists of third world
allies of the USSR.

Invariably the USSR used military power with great deliberation, and
particular circumspection was exhibited when the United States was an actor.
In the third world, where esential Soviet security interests were not at risk,
as compared with crises in Europe and along the Sino-Soviet border, Soviet
military units were orchestrated prudently and in some instances with great
subtlety, illustrating considetable understanding of local sensibilities.
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Chapter 1

For centuries pr;--, r, t10 :,'~e era Russia was a major power in

Eurasia. The militar. col'-.Dse c. Germany and Jaj-' n in the Second World

War and postsiazz wpaknless of Weste-r, Zuropc ant Chia left t~he USSR one of

two great poi,er. in the w~orld. How. vei-, during the quarter century that

fnll-veeJ '.o, Id War II, %. S'.vltet 'inic,-ti was f:A~. *.'2inferior

to the Un~t-A qtw-2vzi in net ass,'ssmenta of globl1 bliXI.'ary capability.

In these years "be 13.i d St.,%tes was generally consid~ered dominant in 1

Sovi,.,t and Eastern European ground anu' ai~r cupabilities vis-a-vis NATO.

This is no longer true: The *J'.SDI h~as achieved strategic parity and a

powerful forward deployed Soviet navy now challenge~s U.S. fleets.

J Furthermore, from the late 1960s into the mid-1970s, Soviet ground and

eft capabiiities increased markedly relative to those of NATO while in

the east, large Soviet forces were deplay..±& along the Sino-Soviet border.

Soviet armed forces serve most importantly to deter aggrcassion

against the USSR and to defend the Soviet homeland. Mlilitary

power has al5 bpen a critical instriment of Soviet foreign policy, serving

as a means for expariiLg fid prest:Lil.ag Soviet authority in Eastern Europe

and influencing other couiit regimes; responding to actions by the

'U1nited States, American allies and China perceived as threatening to the

security of the USSR; and obtaining favorable relations with t*' . new nations

that emerged out of former colonial empires. As the k~remlin has become
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increasingly confident in recent years about the USSR's military

security, the significance of Soviet armed forces as a tool of diplomacy

has loomed larger. Three decades ago Soviet -ilitary diplomacy, as a

:unction of the deployment and reach of the Red Army and its air support,

extended not very far beyond the periphery of the Soviet Union. Reality

today includes an impressive blue water na--, the ability to move

airborne divisions and large volumes of military cargo intercontinental

distances by air, and the broadsword backing of a wide range of nuclear

armaments. While Soviet military power continues to be addressed heavily

to Europe and Asia, the development of an ocean-going navy and a large

strategic airlift capability have lengthened Moscow's reach beyond these

bordering areas to distant waters and the third world.

In the past dozen years, Soviet armed forces were used to suppress

political change in Czechoslovakia, present a massive military threat

to China, and caution the behavior of neighbors such as Rumania and

Japan. In addition, Mosciw emplaced more than 20,000 military personnel

in Egypt to provide that nation air defense againrt Israel; Soviet

air force, naval and airborne units played important roles in the 1973

Middle East war; naval forces flying the Red Star were active in the

1970 Jordanian crisis and in the 1971 Indo,-Pakistani war; and Soviet air

and naval operations influenced th., outcomes of the 1975-76 civil war in

Angola and 1977-78 Ethiopian-Somalian conflict. Soviet combat aircraft

-also participated in civil wars in Yemen, Sudan and Iraq, and Red Star

naval vessels were on the scene luring the 1973 Cod War between Great

Britain and Iceland, the 1974 Cyprus crisis, the 1979 China-Vietnam conflict,

01
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and in the midst of little noticed internal crises in Somalia,

:11 Sierra Leone and other nations. While serious examination and

discussion are necessary to realize the range, meaning, and impli-

cations of these interventions, we need not go further to state that

the USSR has acquired a large military projection capability and has

used it on a sizable number of occasions in its pursuit of foreign

policy objectives globally.

There is nothing extraordinary about the Kremlin using armed

forces to attain political objectives abroad. United States policy-

makers have turned to the military as an instrument of coercive or

cooperative diplomacy on more than 200 occasions since the Second

World War. These actions ranged from sending a single ship to visit

a foreign port as a symbol of American support of a nation, to the

crisis deployment of major ground, air, and naval units and the alert

of strategic nuclear forces. 1/ Recent examples of U.S. political-

military operations in 1978-79 included the heavily publicized 1978

TEAM SPIRIT exercise in South Korea (called the largest since the

Korean War) to reaffirm U.S. security commitments to South Korea and

Japan; the alert of airborne troops and transport by U.S. C-141

aircraft of soldiers from Morocco, Senegal and Gabon to Zaire to

insure that nation's territorial integrity against insurgents

operating out of Angola; the low-keyed but very special visit by

the U.S. frigate Vreeland to Somalia after the Ethiopian-Somalian

conflict had cooled down; and the dispatch of a squadron of F-15

4 _
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visit by the U.S. frigate Vreeland to Somalia after the Ethiopian-

Somalian conflict had cooled down; and the dispatch of a squadron of F-15

aircraft and then two AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System) planes

and a naval task group led by the aircraft carrier Constellation to

reassure Saudi Arabia after the Shah was deposed in Iran and Soviet- 4

supported South Yemen undertook an incursion into North Yemen. 2/

Nor has political-military diplomacy been the e:clusive domain of

the superpowers. During the Ethiopian-Somalian conflict, in addition to

the USSR's provision of military advisers and airlift of large volumes of

military materiel to Addis Ababa, many thousands of Cuban fl.;I&aLng men and

advisers also supported Ethiopia's war effort, as did a number of Israeli

military personnel. Egyptian military aircraft were reported carrying

armamen-s to Somalia, which may have received further military aid from

Saudi Arabia, Iran and perhaps even China. Meanwhile, alongside Soviet and

U.S. naval vessels near the northea&;t African coast steamed British and

French warships. 3/

Elsewhere in Africa, and besides the continuing presence of Cuban !

regiments in Angola and Ethiopia, 4,000 French soldiers and a French aircraft

carrier in the Red Sea stood guard over Djibouti's newly gained independence;

2,500 French troops and a squadron of Jaguar aircraft were helping Chad

check an insurgency, as reportedly were Egyptian troops; French fighter

afreraft were intervening against the Algerian and Soviet-backed Polisario

"Tebels seeking control over the former Spanish Sahara claimed by Morocco and

Mauritania; in 1977-78 French transport aircraft brought Moroccan and then

Frcach battalions to Zaire to repel insurgents in Shaba Province; and in 1979
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Libyan air force transports reportedly ferried troops and cargo into

.Uganda in support of President Idi Amin against intervention sponsored

by Tanzania. 4/

Africa was not the only stage for these affairs. For example, in

1977 Britain deployed troops to Belize to insure its territorial integrity,

and to Bermuda to help check zacial unrest. In 1978 a host of nations

dep,'oyed military units to Leba,,.r in a4dition to the Syrian army and

regu.ar presence overhead of J- :li fighter planes; Venezuela emplaced

aircr.ft in Costa Rica as a warning to the Somoza regime against

Nicaraguan military intervention; and China, Vietnam and Cambodia directed

an assoitmenL of military signals at each other in Southeast Asia. 5/ *1
The use of armed forces for purposes other than war is, of course,

not a post-World War I! phenomenon. Great nations and nations not so great

have engaged in political-military diplomacy through the ages; so Xerxes

spared the spies in Greece in order that they might report the awesome power

marshalled by the Persians, the Athenians sought to coerce the Melians, and

the godo of the Aegeans and other anci.ent peoples, we are told, demonstrated

their powers mightily on their leaalf and, at times, against them. 6/

Like other nations, the USSR has conducted its foreign affairs through

a broad range of means. Security alliances, treaties of friendship and

cooperation, and other international agreements have been entered into.

Advantage has been taken of the Soviet Union's historic role in the

-international communist movement and permanent United Nations Security

Council seat. Trade arrangements and economic aid have been carefully

contoured; the Soviet media and scientific, technical, cultural and athletic
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missions have been orchestrated; and covert activities and personal

diplomacy have been practiced regularly. As a consumate totalitarian

state, the USSR, more than most other nations, has exercised these various 1"
instruments on a tight rein. 'Military force" has been viewed, "not as an

independent factor but rather as a component of a complicated system of

interaction among various factors--economic, political, diplomatic,

ideological, cultural, moral-psychological, etc." 7/ However, in

consequence of the loss in the USSR's revolutionary fervor, the weaknesses

of the Soviet economy, and the essential unattractiveness of Soviet life

(its intellectual brnality, the continued shortages and poor quality of] goods and services, and omnipresence of authority) the Soviet Union, as

compared with other major powers, has been especially reliant upon its

armed forces as a means of influence in international affairs.

Soviet Armed Forces and International Relations

This study focuses on the use of Soviet armed forces as a discrete
foreign policy instrument-that is, on Soviet military operations meant to

achieve specific objectives abroad at particular times. Before pursuing

this relatively limited perspective, it is important to realize the broader,

multidimensional role of armed forces in the conduct of Soviet foreign policy

and their global significance to international relations. Military resources

influence the achievement of a nation's objectives abroad not only at

!particular moments in time, but on an ongoing everyday basis. The general

characteristics and continuing deployments of armed forces are at least as

Important to the maintenance of national security and success in foreign
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policy ,'s those discrete political-military operations carried on from time

to time. The overall military disposition of a nation is, moreover, an

important determinant of outcomes at those junctures when military units

are used in non-routine ways.

"Politics is the reason, and war is only the tool," Lenin wrote

comnenting on Clausewitz's widely accepted view of war being "nothing but a

continuation of politics by other means." S/ Armed forces serve political

ends in peacetime on a continuing basis, diffusely as they affect decisions

derived from international power equations, and specifically where they

give confidence to friends facing unyielding pressures and deter hostile

activity by antagonists. The military can also display a nation's

technology to the interest of its economic wares, acquire useful relationships

by training foreign armed forces, serve as a symbol of friendship and trust

via warship visits to foreign ports, and so forth. Moreover, and

notwithstanding the conscious use of the military, a nation's foreign

relations cannot but be affected by the size and c'saracter of its ared

forces, their normal deployment and operations, their reputation in combat,

and their past usage.

The significance of Soviet armed forces to the environment of international

relations and the perspective within the USSR of the dynami . taking place in

recent years has been expressed by a prominent Soviet defense intellectual as

follows:

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries, by virtue
of their increasing military potential, are changing the balance
of forces in the international arena in favor of the forces of
peace and socialism. This is ezerting a very sobering effect on
extremist circles in the Imperialist states and it is creating
favorable conditions for achieving the Soviet foreign-political
goals in the international arena. 9/

I;
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The Foundation: Strateic Nucleaz Forces

First and foremost, the USSR is recognized globally as a great nuclear

power, equaled only by the United States in abi'.ty to wreak destruction

upon the planet. The Soviet nuclear arsenal, vhich affords the USSR the

status of "superpower," is the principal .'oundation of the USSR's

international position and the base upon which its foreign relations are

conducted. Lacking these armaments, Moscow's ability to meaningfully

orchestrate conventional armed forces would be wholly insecure and its

diplomacy wcmnd not be greeted so seriously. Looking at some indices of

the strauegic balance, the ratios of USSR to U.S. forces in 1978 were 1.2:1

for delivery vei.cles (total numbers of ICEMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers),

0.4:1 as concerned force loadings (total numbers of missile warheads and

bombs), and 1.2:1 with reaard to nuclear throw-wei.,t (2.2:1 counting only

missile warhead exploaives). 10/

Evaluating the strategic nuclear balance in his 1978 report on the

military posture of the United States, Secretcry of Defense Harold Brown's..

, 't was that "a rough strategic nuclear equilibri.um exists between the

two superpowers at the present time. Neither country enjoys a military

advantage; neither is in a position to exploit its nuclear capabilities for

political ends. The situation is one of standoff or stalemate. Mutual

strategic deterrence and assential equivalence are in effect." ll/

As a consequence of this rough strategic parity, which the USSR built

up to slowly, the United States' preparedness to use nuclear weapons against

the Soviet Union in retaliation for Soviet aggression against American allies

was doubted by many; U.S. policymakers appeared to become more fearful of



1-9

provoking conventional military confrontations with Moscow; and the United

States came to accept a Soviet role in international affairs globally.

American allies were made more doubtful about what they could expect from

the United States in crises, Soviet allies were made more confident, and all

n.stions were given reason to accord Soviet positions increased respect.

But while the USSR has closed the gap in strategic forces with the

United States only during the past decade, it should not be forgotten that

the Soviet Union has presented itself to the world as a nuclear power and

derived political advantage from this stature throughout most of the post-

World War II era. The USSR carried out its first atomic weapon test in 1949

and detonated a thernonuclear device in 1953. Although bomber aircraft able

'zo make round-trip flights to the United States (the MYA-4 Bison and TU-20

Bea:) became available only in 1956-57, medium-range Soviet aircraft, able

to make one-way journeys to North America as well as round-trip flights to

Europe and Japan, were deployed beginning in 1948. 12/ The threat of nuclear

war directed at U.S. allies in Eurasia was further reinforced by the

deployment of MRBMs in the USSR beginning in 1955. 13/

Moscow 's termination of the U.S. nuclear monopoly and then nuclear threat

to Western Europe occasioned or reinforced a series of defense decisions by

the West in the early and mid-1950s having major foreign policy and other I
political implications. 14/ Already at this time, when the United States

still retained a large lead over the USSR in strategic capability, anxiety

ideveloped that "the two nuclear forces would now deter each other and cancel

each other out - while Soviet ground forces were free to roll westward." 15/

$Vestern concern was further raised by analyaes suggesting, "on the basis of

existing production rates and expected expansion of industrial capacity," a
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two-to-one Soviet advantage over the United States in long-range bombers

by the end of the 1950s. 16/

The launch of Sputnik I in October 1957, succeeding Sovier space shots,

and Moscow's claims about the progress of its ICBM program were in the end

overplayed by Nikita Khrushchev, but in the interim-between 1957 and the

Cuban missile crisis-Soviet diplomacy benefited mightily from the improved

image of USSR military power brought about by these achievements and

accompany.ng Soviet rhetoric. With the United States widely perceived to be

five years behind the USSR in space and missile technology, the Soviet Union

seemed to many to have gained the upper hand in the cold war. Western

Europeans saw the USSR gaining great military advantage over the

United States and Americans worried about the '"missile gap." 17/ While

morale in the West sagged, Soviet allies and friends in the third world had

their confidence buoyed. Western governments, although less pessimistic than

their citizens, became less confident. Horelick and Rush have written about

the U.S. reaction as follows:

Being uncertain about the strategic nuclear balance, the
West found it difficult to assess the aims of particular Soviet
moves. Whereas the Soviet leaders could plan their initial moves
with confidence tha. they ran no risk of provoking war, the United
States leaders were uncertain as to the risks involved in various
alternative countermovcs and therefore felt constrained to respond
cautiously. This caution, in turn, strengthened Soviet reliance
on American restraint in the :old war and increased the USSR's
confidence that it could control the risk of war stemming from itsI actions. 18/

At least partly in reaction to the exposure of the missile gap, Soviet

nuclear advances were then underestimated in the mid- and late-1960s. 19/

" IThe perception of USSR-U.S. strategic parity in the 1970 developed, it

would seem, principally as a result of the USSR's continuing deployment of
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ICBes and missile-carrying submarines after the United States set limitsI upon the size of its strategic forces. Whereas 44 percent of those

interviewed in a poll 1n Britain in early 1963 believed the USSR to be at

least "equal" to the United States in "strength in nuclear weapons," 40

percent saw this to be the case in mid-1971. The respective percentages

in similar polls taken at these same times were, in France, 49 percent and

36 percent, and in West Germany, 37 percent and 35 percent. By contrast,

in early 1977 63 percent of those polled in Britain, 58 percent in France,

and 60 percent in West Germany perceived the USSR "equal" or "ahead" of "Che

United States in nuclear strength. This change, together with perceptions

of increased Soviet conventional military power, no doubt had much to do

with increased NATO concern about U.S. readiness to defend Europe. "How

much trust do you feel we can have in the Vnited States to come to our

defense?" Between 1968 and 1975 the percentage of those who had a "great

deal" of trust fell in polls taken In Britain from 39 percent to 22 percent,

in France from 18 percent to 9 percent, and in West Germany from 22 percent

to 13 percent. A large decline in confidence also took place in Japan. 20/

The Conventional Storehouse

It is also recognized within the USSR that "international relations

have...been greatly influenced by convention l armed forces." 21/ Soviet

military men entered the postwar world with a very favorable reputation.

The retreat before the Wehrmacht in 1941-42 to the suburbs of Moscow and

the Volga, iollo .ing upon the poor performance of the Red Army in the

1939-40 Winter War in Finland, denuded Stalin's military as po'rly generaled,

7)
_ _ _ _ _
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ill-equipped, and disorganized, and stirred memories of the Russian

performance in the face of Napoleon's onslaught in 1812. Unlike the

French emperor's legions, however, the German army did not enter Moscow

and then unravel of its own accord. It was halted in battle and then

driven back to Berlin wi.th a vengeance. Stalingrad provided a mighty

land counterpart to the battles of Midway and the Coral Sea, as did Kursk

and the great Russian summer offensive of 1944 to the island hopping by

U.S. Marines in the Pacific War and the Allied landing at Normandy and

breakout in France.

When the curtain finally fell in 1945 an incredible seven and one-half

million Soviet combat fatalities had been suffered, 22/ but the Red Armuy

had obtained an image of tenacity and resilience in homeland defense

approaching legend; on the offensive, words like sledgehammer and

steamroller seemed to describe its character. While the Russian soldier

was viewed as expecting and giving little quarter, he was seen in the end

to be led by a competent officer corps and directed by talented planners.

Russia appeared unconquerable as a result not only of its size, 
weather, and

natioual resistance, but owing, too, to its soldiers. Directed toward other

lands, they were to be feared. This performance a third of a century ago

1 is still remembered. The Red krmy's reputation was not harmed by the

August 1945 Far Eastern campaign and tle suppression of the revolt in

Hungary in 1956 and the 1968 intervention in Czechoslovakia.

- Of great impact upon Europe and Asia since the Second World War has

been the continued large size and high quality of the Red Army and, more

recently, of Soviet Frontal Aviation (ttctical air forces). Prior to the
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Korean War, when U.S. armed forces were drawn down to about 1.4 million

.in number, Moscow's demobilization left about 4-5 million Soviets in arms. 23/

In the late 1970s Soviet armed forces manpower totalled roughly 3.6 million,

including 1.8 million Red Army personnel and another million in Frontal

Aviation and air defense forces (PVO Strany). 24/

Whether intended or not, the Red Army has often been perceived

especially powerful owing to its large number of divisional formations, of

late numbering 169, as compared, for example, with the U.S. Army and Marine

Corps which, though mustering 966,000 personnel, are formed around a total

of only 19 divisions and a small number of brigades. 25/ This 8.9:1 ratio

of USSR to U.S. divisions as compared with only a 1.9:1 ratio in manpower is

explained by the smaller size of Soviet divisions, many of which are also

kept at less than full strength, and a lesser emphasis on support activities.

It is debatable whether the Soviet approach to divisional size is more

sensible militarily; that the notion of 169 divisions has often made a

particularly powerful political impression is clear, bowever. A second

frequently used index which has tended to magnify the image of Soviet ground

force power is the tank count: Soviet forces are said to have about 50,000

tanks in service while the United States is listed as having only &bout

12,700 tanks. 26/ Focus on the tank in power evaluations that do not

seriously consider tank quality, different strategies, airpower and particularly

anti-tank capabilities has further enhanced the political impact of the Red

Army.

Aside from influencing Western defense spending, the salience of

numerical indices like division and tank counts, which exaggerate Soviet

N'
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military power, has also led to argument that Western governments have

been induced "to make important concessions to the Soviet Union,

accomodating Soviet demands that would otherwise have been rejected out

of hand, or.. .ignored." 27/ It has been argued further that "in the case

of NATO, overstatement has led to strategies of desperation, particularly

with respect to the threatened prompt use of nuclear weapons. The effect

* of overstating the strength of the Soviet Army has been not only to get a

smaller NATO force but also to reduce the incentives for the NATO countries

to make the NATO armies fully combat ready." 28/ But if certain ways of

evaluating military power have exaggerated Soviet capabilities, we should

also not lose sight of the central point: The Red Army, by any standard,

is a massive and well-equipped force for war in Eurasia and has hcavily

influenced the attitudes and behavior of neighbors and Soviet allies in

their dealings with the USSR, both consciously and non-rtonsciously, since

the Second World War.

The political shadow cast by Soviet military power in Eurasia grew

expecially heavy after the intervention in Czechoslova.ia in August 1968

and clashes with China in early 1969. Not only were nriw Soviet armies

permanently deployed in Eastern Europe and the Far East and the totl number

of Soviet divisions increased; Soviet divisions were also enlarged in size,

new tanks and other armored vehicles were deployed in large numbers, and

mobility was enhanced generally. This Increased forward deployment,

-firepower and capability for rapid movement afforded Moscow a force structure

more closely aligned to its military doctrine, which has emphasized high-speed

offensive operations led by heavy armor and mobile artillery. 29/ :reparedness

4 1



for rapid and massive military advance into foreign lands has made the

USER's neighbors not only more anxious, but also, perhaps, more open to

Soviet influence. In the absence of these military developments, which

NATO did not attempt to counter until the mid-1970s, Western nations might,

for example, have been more demanding in the Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) negotiations or not accepted the FinAl Act

when they did; or linked these negotiationsi more closely to progress in

talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR).

kccompanying the buildup in Soviet ground forces that began in the

lve . 60s was a major expansion and improvement in the quality of Frontal

Aviation. For many years the USSR retained large numbers of World War II

vintage planes. Not until the early 1960s were Soviet tactical air forces

l equipped with at least first generation jet aircraft. 30/ Nevertheless,

like the Red Army, the capabi'3.ties of Soviet tactical air forces were

overestimated throughout the cold war. Although Red cir forces lagged in

obtaining all-weather multi-pvr)ose Jet aircraft incorporating advanced

avionics and firepower systems, much was said about their numbers, which

were made even more impressive by comparisons including only U.S. and Soviet

"deployed" combat aircraft or aircraft in Europe. 31/ And though Western

analysts who looked at the quality of Soviet aircraft might have beet, more

confident than those who did not, it was of further significance that third

world nations, which began to obtain Soviet aircraft along with other

-armaments in the mid-1950s, were impressed by the USSR's military technology.

Ironically, just as taae West began to assess Soviet airpower more

meaningfully, the USSR began to deploy large numbers of versatile and more

, I
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capable aircraft, able to reach distant targets, penetrate sophisticated

defenses, and deliver large amounts of ordnance, thus reinforcing the

perception of Soviet forces being increasingly prepared for powerful

offensive operations. 32/ Nevertheless, while the West sought to accommodate

Moscow in the first half of the 1970s, the continuing buildup of Soviet

ground and air forces in Europe, as well as in Asia, appeared in the latter

half o." the decade to lead NATO to regroup politically and strengthen its

armed forces and become more stalwart in East-West relations, developments

decidedly not in the USSR's interest.

If the Red Army and its supporting tactical aviation mark the Soviet

Union as a great power in Eurasia, the forward deployment of a modern navy

beginning in the mid-1960s and then production of a large number of long-

range transport aircraft bought the USSR status as a global military power

of rank with the United States. Until the mid-1960s, Soviet surface

warships were restricted in deployment to coastal waters. Operating only

out of bloc ports and dependent upon a posture of invincibility when at sea,

Soviet submarines, which did ply the Atlantic and Pacific in number, were

of little political value. The establishment of a continuous Soviet

surface navy presence in the Mediterranean in 1964 and thert permanent

deployments in West African waters and the Indian Ocean and regular

appearances in the Caribbean afforded the USSR status as a naval power able

to intervene with conventional military force on the world's oceans and at

.shores far distant from the USSR. Moscow's widespread usage of these forces

thereafter in crises both great aad small transformed this perspective further.

Of no small significance has beet the modernity of the Soviet navy.
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Although a number of older gun cruiser and destroyers have been retained,

a large proportion of those cruisers, destroyers and escort vessels that

first- appeared on the high seas in the latter 1960s were of new construction

and missile-armed. The poliical vlue of these systems and the credibility

of the Soviet navy was dramatically reinforced when a Soviet supplied

Egyptian patrol boat sank an Israeli destroyer with one missile in October

1967. To this impression was added the commissioning in 1968, of the USSR's

first air-capable vessel, the Moskva, which combines the characteristics of

a helicopter carrier and cruiser. A half decade later the Kiev, able to

accommodate V/STOL (Vertical/Short Takeoff and Landi-.,) aircraft, was

launched. Despite these ships having been designed for anti-submarine

warfare and their lack of capability to project power ashore--unlike U.S.

aircraft carriers, whose principal mission is tactical air support--theyn

have afforded the impression of a burgeoning Soviet carrier capability and,

thereby, added to the USSR's political currency in international affairs.

Not unimportant either is the relative size of the Soviet navy.

Although largely related to the block obsolescence cf World War II built

U.S. warships that v're retired from service in the late 1960s and early

1970s, it was thereafter observed by many that the Soviet inventory of

major operational surface combatants was greater than that of the United

States. 33/ Soviet navy men, for their part, have not been oblivious to

the political utility of warships. Navy commander-in-chief and Admiral of

:the Fleet Sergei G. Gorshkov has written and spoken frequently abot the

"peacetime" value of navies and the Soviet navy in particular. In a major

treatise published serially in 1972-73, he wrote:

W~
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The Navy possesses the capability to vividly demonstrate
the economic and military might of a country beyond its
borders during peacetime.

The Soviet Navy is a powerful factor in the creation of
favorable conditions for the building of Socialism and

Communism, for the active defense of peace, and for
strengthening international security. 34/

Of further importance to perspectives of Soviet military power and

the USSR's ability to exercise influence in distant arenas has been the

development of a long-range heavy-lift air transport capability. Into

the mid-1960s the Soviet Union lacked an ability to airlift sizable amounts

of personnel or equipment to any significant distance. Production of the

first Soviet tactical airlift plane, the AN-8 am, did not begin until i
1956. The more advanced AN-12 Cub, able to carry 100 troops or 20 tons of

cargo and available beginning about 1959, had a range of only 1,500 miles. 35/

By contrast, the much earlier developed U.S. C-130 Hercules could carry similar

loads over a range twice as great. In 1967, the Soviet air force began to

take delivery on the AN-22 Cock, able to carry a load of about 88 tons a

distance of 3,000 miles. 36/ Although only a small number of these aircraft

were prcduced, as compared, for example, with the U.S. C-141 Starlifter, whicn

began to enter the U.S. Air Force inventory in 1965, the AN-22 gave Moscow the

ability to impress upon the world the image of a growing and serious strategic

airlift capability.

After it was observed that the USSR was not a participant in the relief

effort following the devastating earthquake in Peru in 1970, Moscow reacted

to this unflattering perception by showing off its new airlift capgbility,

transporting disaster assistance halfway around the world. 37/ A second

demonstration, of a rather different sort, v-'as mounted during the 1973 Middle

11
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East war. In the mid-1970s Soviet airmen began to take delivery on a

new long-range transport aircraft, the IL-76 Candid,. This plane, although

in a class with the C-141 rather than the more capable U.S. C-5 Galaxy,

has been produced in large number. Soviet airlifts to Angola in 1975-76

and Ethiopia in 1977-78 further reinforced international consciousness of

the USSR's ability to move troops and military equipment in volume by air

intercontinentally. In summary numerical terms, the aggregate lift

capacity of Soviet Military Transport Aviation more than doubled between

1965 and 1977. 38/

Armed Forces Activities

Aside from their character, numbers, equipment and deployment, Soviet

armed forces also make themselves known and influence the environment of

Soviet foreign relations by their activities. A military exercise wiy be

used to support coercive diplomacy dur'na a crisis and in other instances

to signal foreign nations of the seriousness of a specific claim or

commitment. Most military exercises, though are carried out for more

general purposes: militarily, to practice and improve the talents and

techniques of soldiers, sailors and airmen for war and to learn about the

strengths and weaknesses of doctrine and equipment; and, politically, to

impress upon foreign observers the credibility of continuing commitments,

or to gain recognition for a nation as a power t0 be reckoned with.

Soviet ground and a. r exerciies in Europe and Asia regularly show off

the capabilities of Soviet forces and their preparedness for conflict.

The increased forward deployment of "oviet armed forces in the late 196 0s

and their expanicon in numbers and qualitative ispiovements in equipment

- - --,* ,~ ~ -- A-*-
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were accompanied by increases in the size and diversity of Soviet maneuvers.

The combination of field exercises in Eastern Europe, European Russia,

Central Asia and the Far East, together with more specialized logistics,

air defense and staff maneuvers form a continuous round of military

operations which, as a demonstration of practice and seriousness, reinforce

respect for the USSR and keep salient images of these armed forces as being

ever ready for action and of the USSR as a great power. Thus Party Chairman

Brezhnev, commenting on the DVINA exercises held in the USSR in 1970, felt

the moment propitious to declare that 'at the present time no question off any importance in the world can be solved without our participation, without

taking into account our economic and military might'. 39/

At the same time, Moscow has been concerned that these exercises should

not alarm the West. Entwined, it would appear, with the Kremlin's interest

in a European security agreement and other relations with the West,

beginning about 1973 the Soviet media began to downplay Warsaw Treaty

exercises in Europe. 40/ After the Final Act of the Conference on Security

and Cooperation in Europe was signed in Helsinki in August 1975, military

exercises were able to be used to impress the West and for confidence-

building insofar as the Act called for the advance release of details about

maneuvers and foreign observation. 41/ Thus, for example, an exercise

codenamed BEREZINA in the Belorussian Military District of the USSR in 1978

was witnessed by U.S., West German, French, British, Belgian, Dutch and

-Swiss military observers. 42/ Of further significance, Soviet ard WTO

maneuvers ahve been relatively small in size as compared with those conducted

annually by NATO. While the bloc stages exercises more frequently than does

* p ,M , , , . . . +
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NATO, they usually involve no more than about 25,000 personnel. By

contra;t, the NATO 1978 AUTUMN FORGE set of exercises included the

partic:Lpation of more than 300,000 troops. 43/ rhe point is not that

these Wes-.ern exercises may appear menacing to the USSR and its allies,

but that Moscow uses this disparity to its advantage iv propaganda

directed at the third world about the peaceful intentions of the USSR

as compared with the West.

Perhaps the most important political purposes of joint exercises

as well as of other cooperative activities carried out by Sovi.t and

Eastern European military personnel are the maintenance of a strong bond

between the armed forces of the USSR and other Warsaw Treaty nations,

and the image of the USSR as both all powerful in the region and committed

to defending Eastern Europe against the West and particularly West Germany. 4/

In addition to imparting a common military doctrine and complete weapons

standardization upon the bloc, Moscow uses joint exercises to increase the

identification and respect held by Eastern European nations, and particularly*

their armed forces, for the USSR. The late Soviet defense minister and

Politburo member Marshal A.A. Grechko, related:

Joint troop and command and staff exercises play a large
role in strengthening military cooperation. By accomplishing
common missions in the course of such exercises, the soldi-ers
of fraternal armies come to know each other more closely, learn
together the art of modern combat, understand better their
international duty, and become Imbued even more deeply with a
feeling of friendship and respect, and of mutual trust and
understanding. It can be said with complete Justification that

- joint exercises are a genuine school of inviolable friendahip
and combat comradeship of soldiers of the fraternal armies.
They demonstrate the growing defensive might of the socialist
states and motivate personnel of the allied armies to defend
the revolutionary achievements of the peoples. 45/

\4
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Descriptively accurate about its primary purpose, FRIENDSHIP-79 was the

codename given joint Soviet-Czech army exercises held in 1979.

To offset the imperial appearance of Soviet armed forces in forward

exercises, maneuvers in East Germany, for example, will typically include

Polish as well as Soviet units; those in Poland, East German and

CzeCho.lovakian troops; and so forth. After Rumania refused to allow

other Warsaw Treaty armies to exercise on its soil in the 1960s, joint

comand and staff exercises, to which Bucharest did not object, took on

a special significance; one in 1978 saw Rumanian, Bulgarian and Soviet

officers in Rumania being directed by treaty couander Marshal Viktor

Kulikov. 46/ A second device is for joint exercises to be directed by

a home country comander. Thus exercise SHIELD-76, held in Poland in

September 1976 with 35,000 Scviet, Polish, East German and Czechoslovakian

military personnel participating, was directed by Polish defenise minister,

General W. Jaruzelski. 47/

Joint naval exercises, including East German and Polish warships,

are also held to strengthen alliance bonds. Soviet navy commander-in-chief

Admiral S.C. Gorshkov has comented:

The development and deepening of combat cooperation

between Soviet military sailors and sailors of the allied
fleets are promoted by the improved coordination of action
among the naval forces at all operational levels and by the
holding of joint voyages and exercises, which have become a
good school of international education. 48/

After the first large-scale Soviet naval maneuvers in open waters-

the Norwegian Sea-in 1961, the Soviet navy entered on a pattern of holding

such exerctises every other year. In the smmers of 1965 and 1968 somewhat

IY
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larger maneuvers were held in the Atlantic area and as the Soviet

squadron in the Mediterranean expanded, it too established a prominent

exercise pattern. In 1970 and 1975 worldwide w:ercises were held (OKEAN

'70 and '75), the latter including operations by 200 ships in the Atlantic,

Pacific and Indian Oceans and adjacent seas as well as flights by long-

range naval reconnaissance aircraft based in the USSR, Cuba, Guinea, South

Yemen, and Somalia. 49/

Of course, expanded naval exercises, like ground maneuvers, new

procurements and forward deployments, may stimulate further defense

spending and create greater unity among nations hostile to or suspicious

of Seviet foreign policy, rather than lead antagonists to accommodate

Soviet interests and objectives. Where nations do not have the will or

means, though, they risk a loss in initiative and independence in their

international relations. Thus, for example, Scandinavian nations feel

continued pressure as a result of large and frequent exercises by the

Soviet Baltic and Northern Fleets.

A further contribution by the navy to Soviet peacetime and noa-crisis

diplomacy are routine port visits. Sending warships to a distant port to

show off the reach of a nation's military power and the state of its

technolog& has long been used as a means to impress foreign peoples,

while Lhe fact of the visit, the welcoming of visitors aboard ship, and

organized good deeds by sailors going ashore have bee used to help create

-,or reinforce friendly bilateral relations. In additifm to visiting Warsaw

Pact nations, Soviet naval vessels were reported to bore visited aibout 75

different countrie between 1953 and 1974. 50/ At fint the Red Star was

4,
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seen primarily in northern European and a few Mediterranean ports. Then,

following the forward deployments by surface groups into the Mediterranean,

the Atlantic, the Indian Ocean and West African waters in the 1960s and

1970s, visits began to be paid to nations all along the Mediterranean

littoral, as well as ones in sub-Saharan Africa, the Caribbean, the

Persian Gulf, and South Asia. In 1977 Soviet warships paid more than 600

visits to foreign ports. 51/ This presence is highly calculated as a

means for diffusely supporting the foreign interests of the USSR. In

Admiral Gorshkov's words:

Our warships are calling with continuing greater frequency at
foreign ports, fulfilling the role of 'plenipotentiaries' of
the Socialist countries.

The friendly visits of Soviet navymen make it possible
for the peoples of many countries to become convinced with
their own eyes of the creativity of the ideas of Comunism,
and of the genuine equality of all nationalities in the Soviet
state, and to gain a concept of the level of development and
culture of representativet of the most varied regions of our
immense Motherland. They see warships embodying the
achievements of Soviet" science, technology, and industry, and
establish friendly contacts with representatives of the most
diverse strata of population of our country. Soviet navymen,
froz admirals down to seamen, are bearing the truth about the
first Socialist country in the world, about Communist ideology
and culture, and about the Soviet way of life to the masses of
peoples of other states. They are clearly and convincingly
spreading the ideas of the Leninist peaceloving policy of the
Communist Party and the Soviet government through many
countries of the world. It is impossible to overestimate the
significance of this ideological influence. 52/

In recent years Soviet military aircraft have also visited foreign

nations on missions of goodwill. Aside from special &ppearances at other

Warsaw Treaty airbases, in 1978 Soviet airmen also visited Finland and

France, for example. 53/ The visit to France was paid by a squadron of
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MIG-23s and was led ty an air force 1ieutenant genera). The appearance

of what was probably the USSR's best fighter aircraft and presence of an

officer of such rank indicate the desire by Moscow to put its best foot

forward, as a show of esteem for France and to Impress the French with

the level of Soviet military technology. At the end of this visit Tass

reported, pleased: "The French press has devoted much attention to the

official visit of the Soviet air force units. The newspapers particularly

note its significance for the further development of traditional ties

between the two countries and peoples..." 54/ What is of further interest,

this visit followed up Gne by French aircraft to the USSR a year earlier,

thus pointing up stil . arother way in which Soviet aimed forces personnel

are used to support friendly bilateral relations. 55/

In addition to occasional visit3 to the USSR by nonallied air force

units and naval vessels--for example, the visit by two Turkish destroyers

to Odessa in 1978, 56/ Soviet military men each year play host to hundreds

of military and civilian guests who Erc invited to observe exercises or

military installations, discuss subjects of mutual interest, celebrate

military and other holidays, *tc. Thus in 1977, for example, the commander

of the Algerian navy participated in the Black Sea Fleet review on Soviet

W avy Day and a U.S. Army brigadier general lectured Soviet officers at the .

Institute of Military History in Moscow; 57/ and in 1978-79, high-level

military delegations visited the Soviet Union from cocntries as diverse

-as Cuba, Syria, EigerLa and Peru. 58/ Then, too, there are those visits

abroad by Soviet military delegations. In addition to trips to "fraternal"

countries such e Cuba and Vietnaa, and to third world nations that purchase

3
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armaments from the USSR like Libya and Algeria, ranking Soviet military
men also may be found periodically in countries not so attached to the

USSR. In 1977 first deputy defense minister, General S. L. Sokolov

led a delegation to Jordan, and in 1978 Admiral Gorshkov paid a visit to

Sweden, the object in both instances being, we may presume, to promote

better bilateral relations. 59/

The hosting in the USSR of foreign armed forces delegations is, of

course, entirely aside from the training of foreign military men at Soviet.

armed forces schools and other facilities. Of the training given to

military men from other communist states, Marshal Grechko wrote: 'Vhile

successfully mastering comprehensive ideological-theoretical, military and

technical knowledge within the walls of Soviet military academies, the

officers of fraternal countries are imbued with a feeling of profound

respect for the heroic past of the Soviet people and its armed forces, and

w1ch a spirit of military friendship and comradeship." 60/ Such objectives

also have applied, no doubt, to those students from less developed nations

who hzve been going to the USSR for a quarter of a cei.tury. Between 1955

and 1977 41,875 military personnel from several dozen third world countries

received training in the Soviet Union, 61/

Not to be forgotten either are those Soviet military assistance team%

in other communist nations and the third world. Through 1977 the IUSSR

delivered $21.0 billion in armaments to less developed countries. The

_nwber of Soviet military personnel abroad to instruct third world mil tary

personnel in 1977, when about $3.3 billion in arms deliveries were made,

may be estimated at more than eight thousand. 62/ Of course, military

advisers and special delegations sent abroad as well as training and other
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hosting within the USSR, although meant to obtain goodwill and even

influence, are uncertain instruments. Often, things look better from a

distance; so hosts to Soviet military personnel and foreign military

visitors to the 1USSR may sowietimes find Soviet behavior and methods or

the USSR as a nation less than appealing.

Diecrete Political-Military Operations

The procurement and deployment of large strategic and conventional

armed forces together with the favorable reputation of Soviet military

men, the high quality of their equipment, and their routine activities

are fundamental to: the role played by the USSR in world politics on an

everyday basis; the continuing security interests of the USSR, particularly

the deterrence of hostile behavior by the United States and by neighbors

in Europe and Asia; and the attention paid Moscow when, frem time to time,

world order or peace are endangered abruptly and the heartbeat of

international relations zigzags with excitement or uncertainty. Yet

despite rhe ,,o0,301, poverful military posture, it has regularly utilized

the military either as the principal means of, or for a helping hand in.

achieving specific foreign policy o.z;ives at particular times. These

discrete political operations by Soviet armed forces units are the sub~act

of this study.

Our interest thus lies in a middle ground, when Soviet military men

-were called upon to do something special, between war amd the routine.

This no smill space has been one of great diversity, both in tbe contextual

character if incidents and the i sage of Soviet armed forces. In some

;
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instances the Kremlin haw Seen faced suddenly by a serious threat to a

major interest and had nly a brief time to respond; in others Soviet

leaders became graduall., aw-r, of an opportunity. The armed forces drawn

upon to meet these and the numerous other circumstances in which political-

military diplomacy has been practiced and the activities of these units have

been no less varied. Soviet leaders have utilized a single warship,

arrayed a fleet, used naval and air forces in combinaton, turned to the

Red Army, and so forth as circumstances have appeared to warrant and

military capabilities have allowed. As to the operations themselves, new

deployments have been made, units have been rEinforced, special exercises

and visits have been carried out, guns have been fired, foreign personnel

have been transported, etc.

Definition of a Discrete Political-Military Operation

Notes like the above provide a feel for the subject of this examination

and mak- obvious why some military activity is considered a discrete
Spolitical-military operation and is thus of direct interest in this study,

and why other behavior by Soviet armed forces units may be of no more than

indirect concern. Yet there are many instances in which this might be

unclear. To further clarify the basic concept under study, the following

definition is offered:

A political use of the armed forces occurs when physical
actions are taken by one or morL compouents of the uniformed
military services as part of a deliberate attempt by the national
authorities to influence, or to be prepared to influence, specific
behavior of individuils in another nation without engaging in a
continuing contest of violence. 63/

-- s
Thu, pliicl se of Soviet armed forces was inferred if five

Ths -political.
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elements were present in a situation.

1. A physical change in the dispostion (location, activitv cr

readiness) of one or more component units of the armeo forces had to

occur. Mere references by Soviet leaders to the military (verbal threats

or statements of support) were not enough to qualify. Military activities

were taken to include: the use of firepower; the establishment,

disestablishment or special extension of a permanent or temporary

presence abroad; a blockade; an interposition; an exercise or demonstration;

tho escort or transport of another actor's armed forces or materiel; a

visit by a military unit to a foreign location; a non-routine reconnaissance,

patrol, or surveillance operation; or a change in rLadiness status.

Readiness measures included changes in alert status, the mobilization of

reserve forces, and the movement of uinits toward cr away from specific

i locations.

2. Behind thiL activity there had to have appeared a consciousness

of purpose. Only J, a-se cases when a specific political impact in a

foreign nation coulc oe perceived as an objective of the national ommand

authority--that is, a member of the Politburo--in initiating action, :ias a

military operation considered to constitute a political use of the armed

forces.

3. Soviet decisionmakers must have sought to attain their ojectlves

at least initially 'y gaining influence in a target state, not by

:physically imposing their will. Generally speaking, armed forces may ba"

used either as a political or as a martial instrument. When used as a

martial instrument a military unit acts to seize an objective (occupy
t4
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territory) or to destroy an objective (defeat an amy). In short,

• attainment of the lmme.' ate objective itself satisfies the purpose for

whizh the force was used. When used as a political instrumert, the

objective is to influ-nce the behavior of anotber actor-that is, to

cause an actor to do smie hing that he would not otherwis2 do, or not to

do so ething that he would do otherwise. Tnus, the activity of the

military units themselves does not attain the objective; goals are

achieved through the effect of the force on the perceptions of the actor.

4. Soviet leadeys must have sought to avoid a sustained contest of

violence or war. Although a war may result from a use of the armed forces

which otherwise meets the terms of the definition, the initiation of war

must not have been the intent of the action.

5. Some specific behavior had to have been desired of a foreign

actor. A use of Soviet armed forces had to have been directed at

influencing particular behavior in a discrete situation, or at least to

have occurred because of concern with specific behavior.

Behavior Outside of the Definition

The concept of a political use of Soviet armed forces utilized in

this study may be further clarified b-, pointing out exclsded classes of

military activity.

1. Direct defense of the realm. Actions by Soviet armed forces units

to definitively terminate a foreign threat to the tISSR or a Soviet position

abroad were not constiered political--military operations. On a sizable

number of occasions since the Second World War Soviet fighter aircrafc

have fired at or near foreign aircraft claimed to be fiylag in the airspace

k_
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of the USSR or one of its allies. Some of these aircraft were shot down

or were otherwise made to land; some simply disappeared; others were

fortunate enough to be able to reach a hospitable destination. In most

of these instances the Soviet action did not appear related to any specific

foreign policy goal, but rather seemed meant as a military termination of

the intrusion. Aside from the rigorous protection of sovereignty, the most

Soviet leaders seemed to have had in mind-to the extent actions did not

appear directed by local command--was to demonstrate the effectiveness of

the USSR's defenses and to deter similar approaches by foreign aircraft in

the future. 64/ Likewise excluded from this examination are the large

number of seizures by Soviet patrol vessels of foreign-usually Japanese--

fishing vessels operating in or said to be overfishing Soviet claimed or

protected waters.

There is also an exit side to this class of affairs. In the absence

of any particular political context, Soviet troops in Eastern Europe--

particularly East Germany, Berlin, and Austria before the end of the

occupation there-have enforced rigorous transit checks upon travelers

going abroad, and shot and arrested would-be escapees to the West. In one

instance in 1949, Russian troops went so far as to escort a Hungarian

soccer team in Vienna; in another, 20 years later to the day, Soviet MIGs

attempted to prevent an aircraft hijacked by two East German youths from

landing at Tegel airport in West Berlin. 65/ In the late 1S40s and early

1950s small numbers of troops were also utilized to arrest regime opponents

in Eastern Europe and to conduct break-ins and kidnappings in West Berlin.

(In virtually all of these incidents the Soviet objective lay in the action
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itself and, otherwise, only in deferring individuals generally in occupied

lands from acting similarly.

2. The continued presence of forward deployed forces; nondiscriminating

political deployments; and operational deployments. The establishment, I

disestablishment or change in the quality of a military presence aimed at a

specific set of circumstances is, of course, viewed as a political use of

the military under the terms of the definition. The psychological

reinforcement provided by the ongoing presence of Soviet units in a foreign

nation or distant sea is not considered as an incident, however. Although V

Soviet garrisons in Eastern Europe and the continuing display of the flag

by the Fifth Eskadra in the Mediterranean, for example, may be of great

importance to Soviet foreign policy, these steady-state deployments do not

constitute discrete political-military operations. Not counted either as an

incident is the establihment of a permanent deployment seemingly aimed at

a region generally and not calculated to influence behavior narrowly defined

or related to an immediate set of circumstances. Thus while the creation bf

the West African Patrol in 1970 in response to a Portuguese attack on Guinea

is considered as a discrete political-military operation, the establishment

of a Soviet navel presence in the Indian Ocean beginning in 1968 is not.

Falling further beyond the bounds of the definition are deployments of

newly developed weapons and force changes that seemed to have as their

primary purpose strategic nuclear deterrence or the improvement of war-

-fighting capabilities-for example, the eiting of land-based ICBM(s, the

launching of ballistic missile submarines, the deployment of surface

combatants in the North Atlantic, and tthe modernization of ground forces in
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Europe. A distinction is also made between the emplacement of forces

abroad to support a foreign nation and the acquisition of a military base

to improve the operational effectiveness of Soviet armed forces. Whereas,

for example, the Soviet air defense of Egypt in the early 1970s is

considered an incident, the use of a Cuban airfield by Soviet long-range

nava] reconnaissance aircraft, enhancing Soviet surveillance of the

Atlantic Ocean, is not so regarded.

3. Routine Military Activities. Most military exercises, visits and

surveillance operations form part of a normal pattern of activity to

maintain or improve cowbat abilities and are not conducted to achieve

measured political objectives at definite times. While the political

purposes they may serve are diffuse, they are sufticiently explained by

continuing military concerns-to be better prepared for conflict, to obtain

information about antagonists, and for naval vessels to take on supplies

and obtain shore leave for personnel. Following this line, we also do not

consider as a political use of the armed forces Soviet monitoring and

harassment of Western naval operations on the high seas; airborne, seaborne,

and satellite intelligence-gathering activities; overflights of foreign

territory for the apparent purpose of testing readiness and defenses; or

approaches to foreign military and civilian aircraft in international

airspace.

4. Goodwill Diplomacy. In addition to excluding "business" visits by

Soviet warships to foreign ports that are carried out as a cost-effective

means of maintaining forward deployments, we further do not consider most

of those appearances the Soviets term "friendly unofficial" or "official

1.
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goodwill" visits. 66/ While purposes of logistic support and crew rest

also may be served by these latter-termed visits, these are carried out

primarily as an expression of friendship to the host nation and are meant

to facilitate Soviet diplomacy and bilateral relations. They fall outside

the definition, however, insofar as their purpose is general and not geared

toward influencing particular foreign behavior or a precise situation abroad.

Also of this sort are disaster relief operations by Soviet military men,
who have assisted in the wake of natural calamities in Eastern Europe and who

flew aid to Peru after the 1970 earthquake there. Humanitarian interests

aside, these actions to relieve suffering may be carried out with a political

result in mind; namely, the establishment or reinforcement of friendship and

of a positive image of the USSR. Still, they are not meant to achieve

particular foreign policy goals. 67/ The same may be said about most arms

transfer agreements and the sending abroad of military training teams, staff

advisers, skilled technical personnel and construction directors, the

practice of which may be dated back te Lenin's day when military assistance

was given to Ataturk and the Kuomintang, as well as to Iran, Turkey and the

German Reichswehr. 68/ Although these actions may be important to the

success of Soviet foreign policy and are clearly weant to support diplomacy,

they are usually not aimed at achieving specific objectivefs in time. More

fundamentally, though, an arms transfer is not an operation carried out by

armed forces units; nor in the sense of interest here are those military

-assistance activities of Soviet military persnnnel-our focus being on

actions by Soviet operational combat and combat support units. Hence we do

not consider for the purpose of this study any Soviet arms sales or military

assistance activities.
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5. Non-military Operations. To further assure clarity, It is,

perhaps, also useful to relate that our interest lies only in actions

by uniformed military units. Excluded on this ground are covert activities

in foreign nations, the transport of armaments and foreign military

personnel by civil aircraft and merchant vessels, and violent actions by

Soviet civilians abroad--for example, the illegal landing in 1956 by 30

Soviet herring fishermen in the SheLmW Disnnds in Warch of one of their

number seeking political asylum in Great Britain. 69/

6. Statements about Soviet Military Power. Kremlin leaders and the

Soviet media often make reference to Soviet military power in statements

of warning to antagonists and support for friends. Nikita Khrushchev was

a practitioner of "rocket-cattling," as it was called during the cold war.

Although Soviet statements about the USSR's military power generally have

not been as strident during the Brezhnev era--as much the result, perhaps,

of the USSR's real increase in military capabilities as of a consciously

changed style of diplomacy-references to Soviet armed forces continue to

be made by Moscow routinely as well as in crises. 70/ We, of course, are

interested in the coupling of a verbal or written statement about Soviet

military power with a discrete military operation aimed at achieving specific

foreign policy objectives. A statement alone, though, is not considered a

discrete political-military operation. To qualify as an incident, an

element of the armed forces of the USSR must have been alerted or redeployed,

wor have performed some special activity ained at attaining a political goal.

Caveats and Sources

( Notwithstanding the exclusion by definition of these other forms of

Soviet behavior as discrete political-military operations and thus as

'C,



1-36

incidents of direct interest in this study, virtually all of these types

of activity cre taken up to some extent as necessary background or as

actions related to instances %hen Soviet armed forces units were used as

a discrete political instrument, On a number of occasions, moreover, a

form of activity normally excluded was taken to constitute an incident--

for example, when Soviet military units visited foreign nations, attacked

Western aircraft, imposed special transit controls or seized Japanese

fishermen as part of a particular foreign policy campaign aimed at

achieving specific goals abroad.

Also included as incidents are several instances when Soviet naval

ships were used to clear blocked waterways in third world countries in the

wake of a major military conflict. Moscow seempd to hav relatively

specific foreign policy objectives and international politics appeared very

much at play in these situations, as compared, for example, with relief

operations following natural disasters. At quite the other end of the

spectrum, we also consider as incidents the suppression of d4ssidence in

East Germany in 1953 and in Hungary in 1956. Although the USSR, in the end,

did impose its will by physical force, it did not enter into a war or

sustained contest of violence with foreign armed forces in these incidents.

Thie Kremlin probably also was hopeful that the initial appearance of Red

Army formations or relatively small doses of violence would suffice and,

later, saw the use of firepower as a caution to areas of East Germany and

.Hungary not in revolt. Unable thus to discount a Soviet concern to use the

military to "influence" behavior in these two instances, we include them

and consider the use of force in these incidents representative of the limit
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able to be tolerated by our definition of a political use of the

military.

Readers will recognize that while the above definition and elaboration

are necessary to the isolation of that colony of events sharing features of

critical interest, considerable care and attention to detail were necessary

for navigating this course. In several instances there was no escaping a

need to make close judgment calls about whether a certain activity did or

did not qualify as an incident. And like the sound offered by different

but competent musicians playing from the same score, interpretations of

complicated notes may vary. The argument, however, is that those who would

take the time and repeat this research effort would arrive at a list

extremely similar, although not necessarily identical, to the list of

:icidents presented in Appendix A. 71/

A wide variety of sources were utilized to determine the occurrence of

incidents. The materials inspected included studies of Soviet foreign

relations and crisis behavior, histories of Soviet military actions,

regional and national political histories, surveys and chronologies of

international events, memoirs by political and military leaders, and

unclassified and declassified U.S. government records. No classified records

of any sort were examined. Appendix B presents the complete bibliography of

materials considered as potential sources of incidents or of supportive data.

It is difficult to know whether or not Soviet political uses of the

uailitary other than those that were determined to have occurred have gone

unrecorded, are recorded only in classified documents, or did not appear in

the materials examined. The amount of effort expended in the incident search

and the variety and number of sources examined may give readers confidence
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that a very large portion of those incidents rccorded in unclassified

materials have been identified. 72/

In instances of uncertainty about the accuracy or veracity of

essential datr-for example, an otherwise unsupported newspaper story

written while an incident was purportedly breaking-scholars and other

analysts thought to be acquainted with the event in question were contacted

for advice. On the basis of this support a number of events were either

validated as incidents, or judged to have been less than real or as

falling outside of definitional bounds. Hence we did not include as

incidents, for example, reports abcut Soviet submarines carrying arms to

Hukbalahap insurgents in the Philippines early in the cold war, participation

by Soviet combat pilots in fighting between North and South Yemen in 1972, a

series of ICBM tests across Soviet Asia just prior to a visit by Secretary

of State Kissinger to China in 1973, or Soviet electronic warfare being

directed by Soviet warships in the Mediterranean against Egypt during the

brief conflict between Libya and Egypt in 1977. 73/ Bits and pieces of data

related to incidents were also subjected to outside scrutiny.

If some incidents have been missed, these were most likely very small

military operations which, although meant to be especially meaningful, were

mistakenly perceived as routine or normal actions having no specific foreign

policy objective. That the USSR used armed forces in n crisis or a crisis

occurred in which Soviet military units played a role and that that info:.mation

'has gone unreported seems less likely. Also missed, perhaps, were a few

incidents in which the sole Soviet military activity was military air transport

and the numbers of aircraft and flights made were very small. A very brief

41
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deployment abroad of a very rmall number ef ground troops or atrmen

may, too, have gone undetected, notwithstanding our search effort and

idei tification of a number of these types of cases.I Nor in many instances could we be completely confident about the

accuracy of information prtvding spEcific numbers of Soviet naval, troop

and aircraft units. Often the data available were estimates based on

partial --bservations and calculation rather than tiord a_ comr'-e-

a, rical counts. Some reports were contradictory and a sizable proportion

contained some degreee of difference. In still other instances da:a were

puzzling or implausible. Detective work, advice from others and the

exercise of judgment were thus requisite here, too. To further increase

confidence, and serving the purpose of aggregate analysis as well, the

analysis of Soviet armed forces usage data is done largely in terms of

categories-for example, incidents iv.lving no more that ene air regiment

versus ones in which more than one air regiment were utilized; actions

including the participation of no more than one battalion, more than one

battalion but no more than one division, or more that one division; and so

forth.

On the basis of our definition, guidelines, and search of materials,

187 incidents were identified in which Soviet armed forces units wcre used

as a discrete foreign policy instrument between June 1944 and June 1979.

The Second World War ended in Europe in May 1945 and officially in the

-Pacific theater four months later. By the latter date the Red Army occupied

in whole or in part a dozen cotmtries ane Stalin had used this presence to

lever political developments in these nations and to obtain territorial and
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economic concessions from them. It also seems clear that these

objectives were in mind before Soviet troops set foot outside the USSR

and became of prime importance to Moscow in bilateral relations as soon

as foreign areas were cleared of Axis military forces. Because it is

extremely difficult to determine when Soviet forces in a country began

to turn from the task of fighting to the role of political guarantor, we

use as the beginning dates of these incidents the month and year In Which

Red Army troops first entered a foreign country. Using this guideline,

Soviet political-military diplomacy since the end of the Second World War

may be said tc have been practiced first in Eastern Europe in the s umer

of 1944. June 1944 marks the entry of the Red Army into parts of pre-war

Poland and Firiland that were soon to become sovereign USSR territory.

June 1979 represents an arbitrary cutoff date necessarily imposed upon

the reseerch effort.

Goals and Paths of the Analysis

The goals of this study are: to determine the historical record of tbe

use of Soviet armed forces as a political instrument since the 'Secornd World

War-that is, to identify and describe the political context of incidents

and related Soviet armed forces usage; to gain an understanding of the

USSR's readiness to use military power in the pursuit of foreign policy

objectives and williogness to accept risks in doing so; to reach concii.sions

about the short- and longer-term utility of political-ailitary operations to

-Soviet interests and foreign policy goals; and to realize the iroplications

of this Soviet behavior for U.S. inerests and American foreign and defense

policies.
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Chapter two, which p:esents an aggregate atialysis of the 187

incidents identified within the perioc, examined, provides a summary

overview of constancy and change in the circumstances drawing discrete

Soviet political-military operations, the types of armed forces used

by Moscow, and the activities of those ,units. Chapters three through I
five, which also look back in time at the use of Soviet armed forces as

a foreign policy instrument before World War II, elaborate on this

analysis and dib-.uss the significance of discrete coercive operations

with reference to Soviet expansionary behavior and the defense of

communist regimes, the secuiity of the USSR, and influence in the third

world. These chapters also discuss the pertinence of Soviet historical

memories, political change within the USSR, the structure of international

relations, developments in Soviet military capabilities, the sifgnificance

of prior Kremli commitments and related rhetoric, and Soviet thinking

about the rslitical use of the military.

Part two presents eight sets of case studies done by specialists, to

obtain a micro-understanding of the phenomenon under examination and an

in-depth foundation for reaching conclusions about, first, the utility of

discrete political-military operations to Soviet interests and foreign I
policy objectives, A-nd second, the implications of this diplomacy for U.S.

interests and behavior abroad. Each analyst was asked to carry out in-depth

examinations of two or more incidents and to compare them with reference to

a single set of questions focusing on: (1) the concerns and objectivea of

Soviet policymakers; (2) their usage of armed forces units and t!her forms

of diplomacy; (3) the concerns and objectives of the foreign targets of this

-_ I
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Soviet diplomacy; (4) the role of thire yarties; (5) outcomes of incidents

and their relationship to the USSR's use of armed forces; (6) implications

for Soviet and U.S. interests and foreign and defense policies.

The key interest in the process of selecting sets of incidents for

examination was to obtain diversity in situational context and

structure and in Soviet armed forces usage. Those characteristics of

special concern and the exemplary incidents chosen included the presentation

of direct threats to the security of the USSR (the Sino-Soviet border[ conflict) and Soviet authority in Eastern Europe (crises in Hungary,

Poland and Czechoslovakia); situations in which major U.S. armed forces

elements were turned to (the Korean and Vietnam wars; the Pueblo. EC-121 and

)[1!976 crises on the Korean Peninsula; and the 1967 and 1973 wars in the

Middle East); third world situations in wnich U.S. armed forces did not

play a role (the Egyptian-Israeli conflict in i969-70, and insurgpncies in

Sudan and Iraq in the early 1970s; the Angolan civil war and Ethiopian-

Somalian conflict; and two West African crises in the late 1960s and early

1970s). These different sets also display diversity in regional setting,

level of initial locsl violence, and the types of Soviet armed forces

utilized and their activities. Another concern was to focus on incidents

in the post-Mhrushchev era. Exceptions were made for the Korean War and

the 1956 revolts in Hungary AiCd Poland to allow pairings with later events

of great interest--the Vietnxr War dnd the 1968 intervention in Czechoslovakia,

.-respectively. An understanding of the ISS'a use of force in these earlier

incidents is also relevant to continuin& concerns about similar types of

crises that might occur again in those same places. 74/

4

4
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While each different set of cases was selected with an eye toward

diversity, the individual cases that were joined to comprise each set

were chosen from the perspective of obtaining comparability, to the extent

possible, in circumstances of important interest, regional location, the

usage of Soviet armed forces, and so forth. Hence conclusions are drawn

at the end of each of these chapters on the basic; of two or more experiences

sharing significant commonality.

Part three perZurms three functions: First, drawing upon the

experiences examined in part two, and supplemented by other incidents

discussed earlier in the study, an overall evaluation is presented of the

effectiveness of Soviet political-military operations--that is, their utility

to the satisfaction of Soviet foreign policy objectives, Considered thereafter

are the implications of this evaluation for U.S. interests and foreign and

defense policies. Addressed finally is the subject of circumstances which

might lead the USSR to use armed forces as a political instrument in the

future.

-4.
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Chapter 2

AN AGGREGATE VIEW

The 187 incidents in which Soviet armed forces were used as a

political instrument during the 35 years between June 1944 and June 1979

are surely a heterogeneous set. The military units turned to by Moscow

and the political context leading to their interjection varied enormously,

ranging from the timely visit by a single ship to improve relations with

another nation--as, for example, when the cruiser Sverdlov joined the naval

procession celebrating Queen Elizabeth's coronation in June 1953--to actions

such as were taken in Hungary in 1956, the Cuban missile crisis, along the

Sino-Soviet border in 1969, and the 1973 Middle East war.

To obtain a perspective on these incidents It is useful to examine their

variation in geostrategic context and location, the parties that were involved

in them, preceding everts, and the types and sizes of -oviet military units

that were employed and their activities. Of further interest are changes

ever time, linkages to wider developments in international relationships,

domestic changes in the USSR and In the United States, and the strategic and

conventional military capabilities of the superpowers. A critical preliminary

distinction is that between coercive and cooperative Soviet political-military

actions.

Soviet Foreign Policy and Discrete Political-Military Operations

As an instrument of diplomacy, Soviet armed forces usually were used

coerci.vely to deter an antagonist from behaving differently or to compel Ene

performance of some action; for example, the exercises and cxher operations

in the spiing and early summer of 1968 to intimidate the Dubcek government,

(first to cut short and then to reverse the political change it was

...... .. ..I
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shepherding in Czechoslovakia. At the same time, and often more importantly,

coercive military activity may reinforce or improve relations with a friend

that perceives this action to be supportive, as the regimes in East Germany

ard Poland viewed Soviet pressure on Czechoslovakia in 1968. 1/ The

provision of Soviet missile crews and pilots to Egy.pt in 1970 to defend

against deep penetration raids by Israeli aircraft reinforced Moscow's

relationship with Cairo and the Arab wor:ld generally as much as it compelled

Israel's termination of these attacks.

The Kremlin has also used military units cooperatively to improve

relations with another nation or to obtain other foreign policy objectives

witnout raising the specter of coercion. At important junctLres. military

visits--as by a Soviet MIG squadron to France in 19.1 in advance of a state

visit by Party Chairman Brezhnev and Premier Kosygin. and that by the guided

missile destroyers Boyky and Zhguchy to Boston harbor in 1975 to strengthen

detente--have often provided highly visible signs of regard and friendship.

Aklong with expanded trade, cultural exchange and other meanis of dinlomacy,.

these operations have served frequently to support the retention or

development of important relationships. A similar purpose has been served

by withdrawals of occupation forces; as, for example, by the departure of

Soviet military units from Porkkala (Finland) and Port Arthur and Dairen

(China) in 1955. Other Soviet withdrawals, such as those from Czechoslovakia

at the end of 1945, from North Korea in 1948 and from Austria in 1955, have

been designed to also achieve the retrenchment of Western armed forces.

Soviet military men were used coercively in 155 or roughly four-fifths

of the 187 incidents uncovered; in the remaining 32 incidents Moscow
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practiced cooperative political-military diplomacy. This imbalance is

explained by several factors. First, there is much less alternative to

the use of armed forces as a coercive instrument than to their usage as

a cooperative means uf diplomacy. Ezonomic aid, special trade arrangements,

personal visits and other forms of diplomacy have also been available to

Soviet leaders for the improvement of foreign relationships; they also

seem to have been more meaningful as c ressions of friendship. As a

coercive instrument, though, nothing is more meaningful than the use of

military power. Second, and relating to our identification of a political

use of armed forces, routine military activities were not considered

incidents. 11nce the very large number of Soviet naval visits paid to

foreign Parts each year that support Kremlin policy objectives diffusely

:e excluded by definition. So, too, as related earlier, are disaster

relief operations and a tumber of other types of political-military I
operations in nonconflict situations. The number of opportunities for

Moscow to curtail or terminate occupations has also been limited.

On the average, Soviet leaders turned to the military as a coercive

and cooperative policy instrument within the t ms of this study's

definition 4.4 and 0.9 times per year respectively during the period

examined. These averages are not norms, however. Consider figure 2-1.

The annual frequencies of these two basic '.'es of inaidents are better I
understood in terms of the sub-periods shown in table 2-1. With reference

to these eight segments, Soviet political-military operations will be

examined in the following terms: actions to expand directly the realm of

communism and to defend that community, initiatives to secure specific

'Ll
J~AW,
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Table 2-1. Numbers and annual frequencies of coercive and cooperative
incidents by time period a

Coercive incidents Cooperative incidents

Annual Annual
Time Period Number frequency Number frequency

June 1944-March 1946 21 11.5 3 1.6

April 1946-May 1953 32 4.5 1 0.1

June 1953-September 1956 6 1.8 10 3.0

October 1956-December 1962 29 4.6 2 0.6

January 1963-April 1S67 7 1.6 1 0.2

May 1967-November 1974 46 6.0 13 1.7

December 1974-October 1977 5 1.7 2 0.6

November 1977-June 1979 9 5.4 0 0.0

a. For example, 29 coercive incidents took place between October 1956 and
December 1962, a period of 6.25 years. Dividing 29 by 6.25 yields the
frequency of 4.6 incidents per year.

-

4,

.
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security interests in the west and in the east, and Soviet attempts to

increase or maintain influence in the third world. Tables 2-2 and 2-3

present percentages of coercive actions by strategic context and region

for each of the time frames distinguished.

At the end of and immediately followirg the Second World War Soviet

military power was used in adjacent areas in Europe and Asia to expand

the Soviet domain and to support the establishment of communist regimes

loyal to the USSR. 2/ Periodically thereafter, and particularly in

response to eruptions of independent behavior in Eastern Europe, the

Kremlin turned to Soviet military men to defend these gains. Armed forces

were also used frequently in the pursuit of security objectives in the west,

especially in Central Europe following the immediate postwar expansion

until Stalin's death and after the restoration of Soviet authority in

Eastern Europe in 1956-58 until the Cuban missile crisis. Thereafter

occurred the full flowering of the Sino-Soviet conflict. This threat and

Khrushchcv's failures over Germany and Berlin and in the missile crisis

seem to have led his successors to accept the lines drawn earlier in the

west. At a later date this perspective was reinforced by the rise of

power of the Social Democratic Party in West Germany. Thus after the early

1960s, consequential coercive Soviet political-military operations outside

Eastern Europe and serving important USSR security interests directly were

all in the east, pointed at China. Soviet military activities aimed at the

third world were first evider-ed following the 1956 Suez crisis, but it was

not untii the 1967 Middle East war that the USSR began to use armed forces

to importantly affect de'elopments in the Middle East, Africa and southern

Asia.

1W ktr-oy"
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War's End and Cold War

In June 1944 the Red Army stormed across the prewar Soviet frontiers

in the west in pursuit of the retreating armies of the Third Reich. Between

then and March 1946 when military withdrawals were made from Iran, China and

Bornholm Island (Denmark) and Moscow tempered its claims to the Turkish

provinces of Ksrs and Ardahan and its demand for joint control of the

Dardanelles, Soviet armed forces were used as a policy instrument principally

to expand the territory of the USSR and communist community.

In Eastern Europe as well as in Southwest and Northeast Asia Stalin

sought territorial concessions and political control, and used military power

to support this design. Beyond territorial aggrandizement, which satisfied

many interests, the Red Army also served in Europe and Asia to assure specific

Soviet security objectives. Of the greatest importance was the removal of

U.S. military forces butting, and in, what was taken to be the USSR's sphere

of influence. Stalin refrained from atcempting to establish puppet governments

in Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia and China immediately after the war.

Instead, Soviet and U.S. troops were withdrawn jointly from Czechoslovakia in

December 1945 and from China in early 1946, and from Austria eventually in

1955. In Germany, where Soviet interest was strongest, Stalin decided only

in 1947-48 on a course of full control and imposition of Soviet-style orthodo'xy.

In the next seven years, framed at the outset by the containmant thesis'

taking hold in the United States and Moscow's acceptance of the "two camps"

line, and at the close by Stalin's death in March 1953, Soviet military men

served most importantly to support security objectives in Centr&l Europe, the

consolidation of the expanded Soviet sphere of influence and the defense of

,,,
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that realm. Fully one-third of the USSR's political-military operations in

these years were related to Germany or West Berlin, Moscow's concern

focusing first on the USSR's future relationship between East and West

(the 1948-49 crises) and then the prospect of West Germany's rearmament

(the incidents in 1950-53). 3/ Shows of force were also directed in the

west at Denmark, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Iran when those nations appeared

drawn toward alliance with the United States and sought U.S. armaments.

Within the Soviet sphere during the late 1940s, the Red Army watched

over the sovietization of Eastern Europe and North Korea. In February 1948

Soviet troops massed on Czechoslovakia's borders in support of the communist

seizure of power in Prague. Moscow also found out, though, that it would

have to defend positions if it wanted to kee them. Although Stalin chose

not to invade Yugoslavia after the 1948 bieak with Tito and Soviet military

men did not accompany North Korean troops in their invasion of South Korea

in 1950, Soviet military power was yet made present in both of these instances,

Moscow threatening intervention in Yugoslavia in 1949 and, after the onset of

the Korean War, emplacing ground forces in China and later air and ground

units in North Korea. Internal regime threats in Czechoslovakia and Albania

in 1951 also were responded to by the emplacement of Soviet military units.

Cooperative Soviet 1litical-military actions in the immediate postwar

period and the remainder of Stalin's years were comprised of those four

withdrawals already mentioned, three of which coincided with similar actions

-by the United States. Standing against these withdrawals were 53 coercive

uses of military power.

A



2-11

The Soviet "Peace Offensive" and Resumption of Cold War

Stalin's successors quickly embarked on a "peace offensive" directed

at the West such that more than three-fifths of the incidents that took

4 for example, military controls were relaxed in Austria, a Soviet warship

joined in the naval review celebrating Queen Elizabeth's accession to the

throne in Great Britain, a special naval visit was paid to Sweden and, in

1955, Soviet troops withdrew from Austria and Porkkala (Finland).

In attempts to improve or reinforce relations with communist nations,

Soviet military men were also withdrawn from Port Arthur and Dairen (China)

and pointed naval visits were paid to ports in Yugoslavia, Albania and

China. Moreover, of six coercive actions in this period, three were highly

defensive in nature (East Germany and Bulgaria in 1953, and Poland in June

1956). In no instance did the Kremlin provoke a crisis in these years

which, generally speaking, were marked by cooperative gestures to improve

relations with the West and cooperative and coercive actions to maintain

authority and influence with communist regimes.

In June 1956, three years after the first popular uprising in Eastern

Europe (in East Germany in 1953), workers demonstrating in Poznan demanded

political change in Poland and an end to Soviet domination. A month later,

in the Middle East, President Garal Abdul Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal.

The surface outburst in the Polish streets was suppressed without much

difficulty and for three months negotiations went on over the future of the

Suez Canal. The ferment in Polend and elsewhere in Eastern Europe continued

to increase however, as did Great Britain's and France's frustration in

' " - ' :='" ' : ' .... "r " ' -"' ' ...... ' -' - t " : ... " ' -- " - - - ' ... - *7 1
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dealing with "resident Nasser. Those eruptions in Poland and Hungary in

October 1956 and the British-French-Israeli attack on Egypt that same month

marked a hardening in Soviet attitudes toward heterogeneity among communist

nations, an increased Soviet involvement in the third world and, as a

consequence to both, increased East-West hostility. These developments

were closely reflected in the Kremlin's use of armed for-es.

Coercive, not cooperative, political-military operations filled the

next six years and in as great a frequency as in the Stalinist period after

the onset of the cold war. Of 29 coercive actions between 1956 and 1962,

two-fifths were for the purpose of defending Soviet positions in Eastern

Europe. Most of these 12 incidents were brought on directly or indirectly

by the Polish and Hungarian crises, and all took place in the two years

following those events. The 1958 withdrawal from Rumania, one of two

cooperative actions in this six year period, signalled Moscow's confidence

that its authority in Eastern Europe was satisfactorily restored.

Having reestablished control within its sphere of influence, the

Kremlin then attempted to affect developments in the West, particularly

West Germany's future relationship with NATO, the emplacement of nuclear

weapons on West German soil, and Western access to and control of WestI

Berlin. Including the 1958-59 and 1961 Berlin crises and the Cuban missile

crisis, all of these Soviet probes were intended to directly support the

USSR's security position vis-a-vis the United States and NATO. In contrast

to the earlier "peace offensive" years, cooperative Soviet political-

military operations directed toward the West were entirely absent during

this period of high cold war.

, ,
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A third type of incident during these years and one new in kind was

the Kremlin's use of military power to contest for influence in the third

world. Notwithstanding Moscow's threats during the Suez crLis, no Soviet

military action to support Egypt was taken at that time. This form of

entry into the third world first occurred during the Syrian crisis of

August-October 1957. In the next half decade Soviet military units were

also called upon in response to crises in Lebanon, Indonesia, the Congo

and Laos. Soviet political-military actions prior to the Syrian crisis

took place only in Europe or Northeast Asia or were related to Turkey and

Iran. Three-fifths of these earlier incidents concerned, most directly,

contiguous nations; all others were focused elsewhere in Europe.

Lulls and Storms

Following the Cuban missile crisis and until the Middle East crisis in

the spring of 1967 that led to the June War, Soviet leaders shunned the

military as a policy instrument. 4/ Military intervention in the third

world was cut short and the only probe of the West--related to the 1964

Cyprus crisis--was a minor one. More noteworthy was a timely Soviet naval

visit to France in 1966 coinciding with President Charles DeGaulle's

weakening of French ties with the United States and courting of Moscow.

Those several infringements upon Western access to Berlin in these years

were essentially reactions to what Moscow perceived as provocations--for

example, the Bundestag's meeting in West Berlin in April 1965. More

important during this period were Soviet actions in the east in response

to the USSR's worsening relations with China and, in particular, to Peking's

questioning the demarcation of the Sino-Soviet border and provocation
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of violent border clashes. The outbreak of the 1967 Middle East conflict

was followed by something of a storm in Soviet political-military activity.

Fifty-eight incidents or one-third of the total number of Soviet political-

military operations in the 35 year period examined took place between the

spring of 1967 and the end of 1974.

Causing Moscow great concern during this period was its loss of

control in Czechoslovakia in 1968. The August invasion by the USSR and its

allies followed a number of Soviet-led shows of force. Thereafter Moscow

also saw fit on several occasions to threaten Rumania over the latter's

independent behavior. Serious demonstrations in Poland in 1970 over price

increases were a further cause of concern and political-military activity

in the name of defending orthodoxy in Eastern Europe. Conflicts between

the United States and other communist nations--that is, North Korea and

North Vietnam-also led to political-military diplomacy by Moscow, and in

1969 regular naval visits supportive of Cuba were inaugurated.

After restoring its authority in Prague and placing Bucharest on

notice, the Kremlin responded forcefully in early 1969 to provocation by

Peking along the Sino-Soviet border. Following a Chinese ambush of Soviet

troops in the Ussuri River area in March 1969, it appears that the USSR

itself then provoked a series of clashes and, further raising the seriousness

of this situation, ordered a large-scale buildup of Soviet forces in the Far

East that did not peak for a half decade.

- Related to the increased possibility of conflict with China and

induced, perhaps, by the political change in West Germany in 1969, Soviet

political-military operations directed at the West in th late 1960s and

£
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early 1970s were largely cooperative in nature. Rather than provoke a

crisis after the United States determined in 1970 that a Soviet strategic

nuclear submarine base was being established in Cuba, Moscow quickly withdrew

the offending submarine tender and related personnel. The only hostile

military actions in the west were minor ones directed at Iran (1973) and

Yugoslavia (1974) and attempts to weaken relations among NATO nations, as

during the 1973 Cod War between Great Britain and Iceland and the 1974 Cyprus

crisis. Small demonstrations hindering Western access Lo Berlin followed

what Moscow again considered provocations by Bonn.

What gave this period further distinction was the USSR's widespread and

sustained military involvement in the third world during these years. The

Middle East was again the dominant focal point. Unlike its actions in the

Syrian and Lebanon crises a decade earlier, though, these new interventions

by the USSR included powerful thrusts in situations of intense violence,

representing a strong Soviet commitment to allies and willingness to take

risks in dealirg with their adversaries. Beyond the Middle East, a sizable

number of political-military operations--18 all told--were mounted in or

adjacent to the Persian Gulf, the African Horn, South and Southeast Asia,

and West Africa. As compared with those earlier forays in the Congo and Laos,

these interdictions marked a qualitative increase in seriousness as well as

an expansion in number.

The mid-1970s saw a new downturn in Soviet political-military activity.

-No operations were registered in Eastern Europe or the Far East and a sharp

drop in the frequency of incidents was also evidenced in the third world where

only Moscow's intervention in the Angolan civil war during late 1975-early 1976

4 A
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was especially notewo., dy. Those airlifts to the USSR's Angolan ally in

early 1975 and to Al;pria to support the Polisario rebels in 1976 were

very small affairs and a 1976 naval presence complementing a U.S.

appearance off the coast of Lebanon during the civil war in that nation

was strictly pro forma. As will be seen, what was dramatic about the

Kremlin's involvement in the Angolan conflict in 1975-76 was not the size

of the Soviet forces that were used--only a small number of units were

called upon--or an engagement by those units in violence. What caused

consternation in the West was Moscow's logistical as well as other support

of thousands of Cuban figh~ing men in Angola while the United States remained

militarily aparL from that conflict. Complementing a lower frequency in the

number of Soviet coercive operations was a relative absence of discrete

cooperative actions. The two that did occur both took the form of naval

visits, one to the United States at the high point of detente in 1975 and

the other to Italy following the 1976 elections there. Although the Kremlin

did provoke NATO by its action in Angola, it thus also sought to use military

units to impiovc relations with the United States and Europe. The only directly

discordant note recorded was a missile firing into waters disputed with Norway.

This relative quiescence in discrete Soviet military operations was

followed by a surge of activity at the end of the decade; not in a large

number of hotspots in the third world where the danger of Soviet military

intervention was perceived as serious iy many in the West, but in support of

the ruling regime in Ethiopia in particular and in East Asia where the Kremlin

responded militarily to a number of initiatives by China. Even more so than the

intervention in Angola two years earlier, the Soviet involvement in -he Horn



2-17

of Africa in 1977-78 Lonstituted a singularly important action chat was

not complemented by other behavio- that could be cumulatively perceived

as a .*3ttern of resort to coercive diplomacy in the third world. Indeed,

such behavior was not otherwise practiced by the USSR in Africa, the Middle

East or southern Asia. Following the winter of 1977-78, during which Soviet

personnel also engaged in air defense activities in Cuba while the Cuban

military presence in Africa was being expanded, the focus of Soviet

political-military diplomacy shifted to Asia in response to: i) Peking's

unsubtle and hard-hitting anti-Soviet diplomacy aimed at alliance formation

against the USSR; and 2) worsening relatiovs between China and Vietnam, a

Soviet ally. In the brief period between the spring of 1978 and the following

winter Peking stimulated six coercive operations by Moscow, including actions

on the Sino-Soviet border, an airlift to Vietaam and naval support of Hanoi,

and a close-by warning to Japan. No discrete cooperative AcLions by Soviet

armed forces units were detected during this period. 5/

Soviet Armed Forces Usage

The Kremlin turned most frequently to ground force units whei looking

to t,- miiitary to underpin its foreign policy. Red Army men or ship-based

nAval infantry were used in 107 or 57 percent of the 187 incidents (see

fi ,~rw- 2-2). Grotund units alone 4ere turned to in one-third of the 187

in,I ,ts. ground1 forces also participated in combined operations with air

o- *,P untq tlvdividuglly (34 and 8 incidents respectively) and with both

tho, other two bnsic force types together (9 incidents).

'..,;ace r,,,,n units were used .n 105 incidents. In almost all,

A 'A
N,,tS,6 b 4~' '
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if not every one of these actions, the participating troops were drawn

from the Red Army. Those exceptions were several instances during the

first postwar decade when naval infantrymen may have comprised the units

in question. Ship-based infantry, either Red Army or naval troops, rarely

played a role. They were definitely used apart from land-based units only

once and together with the latter on only three occasions. 6/

Air units were used in 80 incidents, but infrequently alone. When

Soviet leaders turned to these forces, it was usually to combat elements--

that is, to fighter or bomber units--which played a part in almost one-third

of the total number of incidents and in almost three-fourths of those

operations in which aircraft were called upon. The other most frequently

used aircraft type was transpurt aircraft (24 incidents). Reconnaissance

aircraft and helicopters of various types were made use of rarely as

instruments of foreign policy.

Although the Soviet navy was called upon least frequently as compared

with ground and air units, naval units were used alone in 43 incidents--

somewhat less t1- the figure ior ground units, but more than the number of

operations in which air elements were alone engaged. Called upon invariably

when the navy was turned to were surface warships of cruiser, frigate,

destroyer or escort classes. These types of vessels played a role in four-

fifths of the operations in which naval vessels participated. Besides surface

warships, Soviet decisionmakers turned most often to their aubmarine forces

"(16 incidents).

The Soviet navy has never procured airtraft carriers of the type

displayed by the U.S. Navy rzince the Sccond World War. Vessels combin.Lng'~!
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the characteristics of a cruiser and carrier and capable of handling a

number of V/STOL (vertical/short takeoff and landing) aircraft and

helicopters were deployed first in the late 1960s. These Moskva-class

and Kiev-class ships, as they are known, played a role in only two

incidents, one being to support the Suez Canal clearing operation in

1974 and the other to shadow U.S. Sixth Fleet vessels covering the

evacuation from Lebanon in June 1976.

This general picture of Soviet armed forces usage contrasts sharply

with the United States experience since the Second World War. American

policymakers have turned to the navy most frequently when they have used

military power to support their diplomacy. In the three decades following

the end of World War II, warships, and more often than not aircraft

carriers, were called upon in four-fifths of the more than 200 instances

when U.S. armed forces were used as an instrument of policy. 7/ U.S.

ground forces were brought to bear in less than one-fourth of these

incidents, and in those operations the usual element was a Marine force

aboard amphibious vessels rather than land-based troops drawn from the U.S.

Army.

The most similar aspect of the Soviet and U.S. experiences has been

the usage of air units. Land-based (as distinct from carrier-borne)

aircraft were used in 47 percent of U.S. political-military operations and

in two-fifths of those Soviet actions under examination in this study. In

-part, the difference in U.S. and Soviet usage of ground and naval forces and

the relative similarity in their land-based air force utilization has been

related to the types of forces available to decisicimakers in Moscow and

VX4l
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Washington. Of more fundamental importance, however, have been the

circumstances and places where the USSR and the United States ha4e used

military power as a policy instrument.

Ground Forces

Insofar as ground forces were used in more than one-half of the

incidents in which Soviet military units were used to support foreign

policy and four-fifths of those 187 actions uncovered were coercive, we

would expect that these ground force operations would have been generally

hostile. What is of interest is that they were almost always so. Only

one-tenth of the incidents in which ground units participated were

cooperative in nature. Such forces played a role in more than

three-fifths of those Soviet coercive political-military operations and

in less than one-thir,' of those actions in which a military expression of

friendship was offered. The cooperative actions consisted entirely of

troop withdrawals or the relaxation of military controls in occupied countries.

Only rarely were Soviet ground units injected into conflictive

situations between other nations when the USSR was not directly involved

or into internal crises outside Eastern Europe. The great majority (86

percent) of the incidents in which ground forces were used related to the

occupations growing out of World War II and threats presented to Soviet

security directly, or to the loyalty and security of other communist regimes.

These incidents took place in Eastern and Central Europe, Northeast Asia and

Southwest Asia (Turkey and Iran). In essence, Soviet ground forces were used

in countxies contiguous to the USSR or were targeted at countries adjacent to

(ones in which the Red Army was resident.

............
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The decline in hostile political-military 
actions directed at the West

after the Cuban missile crisis and the rare utilization of ground units in

third world actions meant a lessening usage of ground forces over time as

compared with calls to sea and air units, at least until the late 1970s.

As table 2-4 points out, whereas 
ground units played a role 

in every

political-military operation in 
the 1944-46 period and more often 

than not

during the next two decades, they were called upon in one-third of the

incidents between 1967 and 1974, not at all between 1975 and 1977, but in

almost half of those actions in 1978-79. The burst in the late 1970s,

when ground units were used in four of nine incidents, was a function of the

upsurge in Soviet coercive behavior responsive to aggressive Chinese diplomacy.

Those 24 incidents in which ground units were turned to during the years

1967-74 and 1978-79 included 15 operations in response to threats presented

to Soviet authority in Eastern Europe and by China; four relatively pro forma

exhibitions over Berlin; and five actions in response to developments beyond

Europe and Northeast Asia.

Ground units were used in a little more than one-tenth of the incidents

in the third world. With the exception of the Indo-Pakistani War in 1971 V

when :-d Army movements occurred on the Sino-Soviet border, all of these

ections were related to developments in the Middle East. Four of these six

incidents, and by far the more serious orchestrations, took place in the late

1960s and the 1970s.

- In turning to ground forces, Soviet leaders regularly used units

totalling more than a division in size; such was the case in nine out of ten

of the incidents for which data were available. 8/ This absence of half

V.
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Table 2-4. Ground force usage in incidents over time

Annual frequency Ground force of More than a division
of incidents any size used used as a percent-
in which ground as a percentage age of ground

Time period units were used of all incidents force incidents

June 1944-March 1946 13.1 100.0 91.7

April 1946-May 1953 3.5 75.8 69.2

June 1953-September 1956 2.4 50.0 a

October 1956-December 1962 3.4 67.7 75.0

January 1963-April 1967 1.2 62.5 a

May 1967-November 1974 2.6 33.9 100.0

December 1974-October 1977 0 0.0 a

November 1977-June 1979 2.4 44.4 a

a. For each of these four periods, data were available for less than five
incidents. However, more than one division was used in six of the eight
incidents for which data were available during these four periods.

A;,
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measures to make the point when ground forces were called upon was thus

a constant. To determine the fate of Eastern Europe and Northeast Asia

after World War TI, to actively suppress the rebellions in Hungary in 1956

and Czechoslovakia in 1968, and to deal with the threat presented by China

in the late 1960s, the usage of large armed forces is easily understood.

However, in the many other instances when shows of force were made to

threaten or cajole foreign leaders, it is plausible that instead of using

more than a division, Soviet decisionmakers might have used a battalion, a

regiment or only one division. A division after all comprises no small

number of personnel. 9/ What explains this penchant for large-size

demonstrations?

In part, this tendency may be related to the continuous availability

in Europe and Asia of massive Soviet land forces. An estimated 12-15

million Soviet citizens were under arms at the end of the Second World War.

Peace only brought this number down to about 4-5 million by 1948, after

which Soviet troop strength was increased. Notwithstanding a decade of

intermittent reductions in force that began in 1955, Moscow maintained at

the end of this period an army of 140 divisions. After 1965 the number of

Soviet divisions was igain increased to include, in 1978, 31 divisions in

Central and Eastern Europe, 44 divisions in the Far East and 94 divisions

elsewhere in the USSR--169 division all told. 10/ Hence Soviet leaders

have always had an ample supply of ground forces in Europe and Asia to

-carry out large-size shows of force without great strain.

More fundamentally, though, the large size and deployment of Soviet

ground forces and tneir massive usage as a political instrument may be

1244
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related to essential USSR security concerns, historically based and

ideologically driven or sanctified. First and foremost, Soviet leaders

have always sought to establish and maintain in neighboring nations

regimes friendly to the USSR. What the Kremlin h-s meant by friendly

has been not merely an absence of claims upon or hostility directed at

the USSR and normal trade and cultural relations. Both Stalin and his

successors have interpreted friendly relations with neighboring nations

(including Germany, Yugoslavia and Japan) as including Pn absence of non-

Soviet foreign influence in these nations and, where possible, Soviet

domination and control. Only then has Moscow felt assured that a neighbor

would not act against the USSR. The upshot of this mentality has been a

low threshold level of threat perception and a tendency to see any

weakening or reversal of the Soviet position in adjacent lands calamitously.

Moreover, any opportunity has been perceived as a gain necessary for Soviet

security. The Romans were willing to deploy a full legion to beseige a

few hundred rebels at Masada in the Judean desert (A.D. 70-73); the Kremlin

has done no less to maintain its dominion. 11/ Insofar as the stakes have

always been viewed as great, Moscow's regular usage of relatively large

forces to achieve objectives is not so surprising.

Also of no small importance, in Europe and Asia the targets oZ Soviet

coerzive activities have been either nations fielding armies of some size

and bearing modern weapons, or domestic movements capable of obtaining

widespread support and mobilizing large numbers of citizens. These

opponents then have been formidable; to make the point and coerce their

behavior, the use of substantial for-.es has been considered necessary.

1/
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The same may be said about Soviet ground force actions related to the

Middle East: The enemy in these instances was Israel, whose air and

armored forces have been among the finest in the world.

Air Forces

Soviet air units were used almost exclusively as a coercive instrument.

Combat, transport, reconnaissance or other military aircraft or helicopters

played a role in 50 percent of Soviet coercive political-military operations

and in only 9 percent (three incidents) of the cooperative actions. The

usage of air units was not nearly as restricted to Europe and Northeast

Asia as the utilization of ground forces. Whereas these two regions

accounted for nine-tenths of the ground force actions, such was the case for

only three-fifths of the air operations.

More closely paralleling the full set of incidents, one-fourth of

Soviet political-military operations in which aircraft or helicopters

played a role were in the third wo Id. These incidents, including conflicts

between foreign nations and in':ernal regime threats of one kind or another,

usually presented no direct or even indirect threat to the security of the

USSR, but rather offered opportunities to gai. or maintain influence. Air

support was not only what was usually called for In these incidents; it

represented a lesser form of commitment than did ground units. Soviet

airpower played an even larger part in actions in Europe and neighboring

areas in Asia aimed at expanding or defending Soviet authority and influence,

being used in 37 percent of these incidents. It5 most important role,

though, has been to support Soviet security interests in direct confrontations

with the West and China.

•
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Although combat aircraft were used in only one-third of the

incidents in Europe and Northeast Asia, these actions represented three-

fourths of the operations in which such aircraft participated. Incidents

related to Cuba account for another 5 percent. Only nine combat aircraft

operations related to the third world; but of these, seven took place in

1967-79. Whereas combat aircraft were used in sizable numbers in Europe

and Northeast Asia (more than one air regiment participated in two-thirds

of these incidents), small units were the norm in the third world. No

more than one air regiment was used in seven of the nine incidents in which

combat aircraft were employed in these regions.

More regularly used in the third world were transport and

reconnaissance aircraft and helicopters. Of 24 incidents in which transport

units were used, two-thirds were in these ±ands, particularly the Middle

East and Africa. Nine of twelve incidents in which reconnaissance aircraft

or helicopters played a political role were also in the third world. The

number of aircraft used in these actions typically totalled less than one

air regiment. The Middle East accounted for all but one of those operations

in which more than one air regiment was used.

This limited use of non-combat aircraft in third world areas as

compared with the large-scale use of fighter and bomber aircraft in Europe

and Northeasi Aria further indicates not only the lesser commitment of

Soviet policymakers in these third world incidents, but also Moscow's

-careful calculation in approaching those latter operations. ExplanatLon for

the typically large-size combat aircraft involvements in Euzope and

( Northeast Asia is the same as that for the massive use of ground forces in
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these regions, namely, the availability of forces, the regular perception

of great threat or opportunity, and the capabilities of antagonists.

Naval Forces

The navy has been the principal tool of Soviet cooperative military

diplomacy; Soviet warships participated in 59 percent of these incidents.

Communist and third world nations with which the Kremlin -was attempting to

improve relations were the targets on a number of occasions, but the most

frequent focus of these actions--archtypically a port call by one to three

warships--were Western European nations when Moscow sought to improve

relations at important crossroads or to otherwise cultivate special

relationships. Discernible in each of these instances is a Soviet interest

in weakening NATO unity or relations between a neutral nation and NATO.

Notwithstanding the navy's special role in cooperative Soviet military

diplomacy and the fact that warships participated in only one-third of the

coercive incidents, in 73 percent of the incidents in which naval units

played a role, their ptirpose was to coerce. The navy, moreover, was the

Kremlin's preeminent instrument of coercive military diplomacy when the

Kremlin looked beyond nations contiguous to the USSR and Central Europe.

Naval vessels participated in three-fifths of these incidents, air and

ground units in one-half and one-fourth respectively. From another

perspective this role was even more pronounced: Incidents in these distant

locations accounted for 78 percent of the actions in which warships were

used for coercive purposes, but for only 42 percent of Soviet air operations

and 17 percent of those ground actions.

Coercive Soviet naval diplomacy began to be practiced regularly only

1nir"
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in the late 1960s; 72 percent of these operations occurred in the years

1967-79. Although their focus was usually in the third world (54 percent),

warships were also used on a number of occasions to demonstrate support

for distant communist regimes facing danger (North Korea, Vietnam and Cuba);

to increase pressure on disloyal communist regimes (Yugoslavia in 1949,

Poland in 1956 and more recently Rumania); in crises with the United States

related to the Soviet presence in Cuba; and in crises between NATO nations

that did not directly involve the United States. Together, these actions

totalled more than one-fourth of Soviet coercive naval operations.

Surface combatants provided the usual expression of coercive naval

diplomacy. Cruisers, frigates, destroyers or other escorts were involved

in no less than 82 percent of these incidents. The typical operation took

one of two forms: a visit or offshore presence by one or two such vessels,

often accompanied by a submarine, minesweeper, amphibious craft, oiler or

other type of ship, in a situation where violence was not immediately

present; an offshore presence or naval demonstration of one form or another

by a rather large number of surface combatants supported by other vessels.

All those coercive operations involving our or more surface warships took

place after 1966. 12/

Warships other than surface combatants--for example, submarines--were

used much less frequently and almost never alone. The most likely reason

for this is that Soviet leaders believed that surface warships would make a

-greater visible impression upon foreign leaders than other types of vessels;

after all, it was perceptions tha': they were trying to influence, Two

(important developments beginning in the late 1960s, however, were the use of
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amphibious vessels to transport foreign forces and military equipment and,

in several instances, to raise the specter of Soviet ground units being

landed ashore; and the new availability to Soviet leaders of Moskva-class

and Kiev-class carriers. The latter vessels, although geared for anti-

submarine warfare operations and not, like U.S. aircraft carriers, for

projecting airpower ashore, nevertheless present a greater visual image of

military power than other types of Soviet surface vessels. Amphibious

vessels have been able to provide for the material needs of allies by

transporting their personnel and equipment under the protection of the Red

flag and by allowing for the nearby presence of Soviet ground forces.

Like the simple significance of the availability of ground and air

forces in Europe and Northeast Asia, Moscow's frequent coercive usage of

warships beginning in 1967 may be related in part to the forward deployment

of the Soviet navy and the consequent readiness of naval vessels for

participation in these operations. A continuous Soviet naval presence was

established in the Mediterranean in 1964; in 1968 Soviet wa ships appeared

in the Ir.dian Ocean; and beginning in 1970 they were regularly in West

African waters. The Soviet naval presence in the North Atlantic and Pacific

Oceans also was enlarged during these years and in 1970 the Soviet r.r ; held

Okean, its first major worldwide exercise. 13/

These deployments allowed familiarity and greater confidence and

provided a more readily available military option to Soviet policymakers.

Psychologically and logistically it was easier to call upon and reinforce

units already forward deployed than to send out warships from home water5

to seas where a Soviet naval presence had not been established. No do,,bt
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Moscow's confidence was strengthened further by the improved quality of

Soviet warships by contemporary standards in the late 1960s as compared

with the Soviet navy a decade earlier and years previous still. 14/

Soviet naval forces, like ground and air units, have been procured

and deployed essentially for deterring attack on the USSR and missions

of war, not discrete political operations. 15/ Their primary targets

are U.S. ballistic missile and attack submarines and U.S. aircraft carriers,

to prevent a nuclear attack on the Soviet Union and to increase the security

of Soviet nuclear submarines. The presence of U.S. carriers and submarines

in the North Atlantic, Pacific and the Mediterranean drew large Soviet

deployments to these seas. The much smaller numbers of vessels flying the

Red Star in the Indian Ocean and South Atlantic seem more directly

related to foreign policy objectives.

In many instances the use of only small numbers of naval vessels

appeared tailored to the situation at hand; for example, the deployment of

only two warships near the coast of Ghana in 1969 after that West African

nation had seized two Soviet trawlers was probably better suited to achieving

the release of those vessels than was a large demonstration of Soviet naval

power. In other instances, though, the fact that the Soviet naval presence

was small see-as to have reflected lesser capabilities-consider, for example,

the dep'.oyment near Cuba of only a half dozen submarines during the 1962

missile crisis--or the desire by the Kremlin not to overcommit itself or act

-unnecessarily provocative in distant arenas; note, for example, the Soviet

deployment of only two surface combatants in West African waters during the

( Angolan conflict in 1975-76.
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Naval actions, though, imply smaller concern and greater hesitation

than do the emplacement of ground and air forces which, once effected,

afford less flexibility and appear a firmer pledge. In the third world,

in supporting distant cotmaunist regimes, and in taking advantage of rifts

within NATO, Moscow was willing to show off Soviet military power, to

increase the risk to antagonists and sometimes to comit Itself by the

forward deployment of ground or air units, as when it provided Egypt's

air defense in the early 1970s. Usually, though, Scviet leaders sought to

retain a substantial degree of flexibility, which naval units were able to

provide best of all insofar as they could connote definite interest while

remaining ambiguous as a signal of commitment, being able to be advanced

and retired from the scene with lesser disturbance tc international

relationships than could ground or air units.

The rare usage of ship-based infantry, even in crises, is a further

connotation of Soviet concern to retain as much flexibility as possible

when dealing with distant situations. The USSR currently maintains five

naval infantry regiments, one each with the Northern, Baltic and Black Sea

F:leets and two with the Pacific Fleet. 16/ The vast proportion of these

troopf; are based in the USSR or aboard ships :L home waters. Unlike the

Unitad States, which has deployed a Marine Battalion Landing Team (BLT)

aboi.rd amphibious vessels in the Mediterranean and two of these forces in

the western Pacific for several decades, the USSR has maintained no units

approaching this size at a distance. In part, this might be related to

the Soviet navy's inability to provide tactical air suppcrt for naval

infantrymen serving in seas far from the USSR. Another possibility, though,

k-
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is that Soviet leaders may have sought to avoid implying intervention by

Red troops.

Nor have sizable Soviet naval infantry units been forward deployed at the

outset of crises in prepaxation for the contingency of landing in support

of an ally. When Israeli forces rapidly surrounded the Egyptian Third Army

on the West Bank during the 1973 Middle East war and Cairo pressed Moscow

ini desperation, the Kremlin's ground force options were to alert airborne

forces in the USSR or actually fly those units to Egypt. Not wanting to

abandon its ally, but also seeking to hold its cards as closely as possible,

Moscow chose the former course.

Activities of Forces

Table 2-5 presents frequencies of the activities Soviet forces engaged

in during incidents. The first and larger group of activities listed under

each major force type--ground, air and sea--comprise those that were coercive

either in nature (for example, a blockade) or in the situational context of

the incident (some naval visits, for example). The activities grouped

secondly, below each major force type, comprise cooperative operations

carried out by those force types.

The most frequent ground force activity was, quite simply, forward

deployment-to guarantee Moscow's authority in neighboring nati3ns, to insure

the security of the USSR, or to maintain Soviet influence abroad. On only

two occasions--Cuba in 1962 and Egypt iii 1970--were ground force emplacements

made outside Europe or Northeast Asia. Forces already emplaced were sometimes

retained in position in a new political context or for di.fferent purposes.

Two other frequent styles of expression were exercises (or other forms of

demonstration) and blockades of varying severity of West Berlin or to containP_
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political disturbances in Eastern Europe.

Violent action by Soviet ground forces was Infrequent and, until thI

Kremlin faced the upsurge of popular sentiment in East Germany in 1953,

not notable. Of great significance afterward were the suppression of

political change in Hungary in 1956 and in Czechoslovakia in 1968, the

engagement in hostilities with China, and the air defense of Egypt. These

actions say a great deal about what Moscow was willing to accept

historically and the distance the Kremlin was willing to go when faced by

those infrequent circumstances. It is worth adding that Soviet air defense

units in Cuba in 1962 might have been prepared to respond militarily against

a U.S. attack on that island. It is not unlikely that a Russian crew was

responsible for shooting down a U.S. U--2 aircraft over Cuba during the

missile crisis. Thus it might be inferred that when Moscow was willing to

send ground units far afield, those units were deployed for more than

demonstration purposes.

Empla,:ements and exercises were the principal ways in which air units

were used to make a political point. Of particular significance, not only

were Soviet air units deployed to the third world beginning in 1967; in

several instances they appeared to engage in hostilities. More frequent,

though, was the use of transport aircraft to rapidly move military equipment

to the third world. In 1976 Soviet long-range transport aircraft were also

used effectively to airlift Cuban troops to Angola.

- SomewhEt analogous to the forward deployment of ground and air units

as a means of coercion, the most frequent activities of naval vessels were

to establish a nearby "presence," visit a foreign port in support of an ally,
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and exercise on the high seas. Truly violent action--that is, the use of

gunfire or missiles---was not practiced in any instance. Perhaps the most

noteworthy action in this direction was the harassment of U.S. warships

in the Sea of Japan after the U.S.S. Pueblo was seized by North Korea in

1968. Soviet naval vessels were also used to transport military equipment

to third world nations and to transport military units of third world nations.

Force Movements

Forces already in the theater where an incident was focused were alone

deployed forward in 61 percent of the incidents. Retention of units in place

and withdrawals accounted for a furthet 5 and 6 percent, respectively.

Out-f-theater forces alone were moved forward in only 16 percent of the

incidents. Both in- and out-of-theater units were forward deployed in no

more than 12 percent of the cases.

In broad terms, the preponderance of in-theater actions is explained as

follows: Large units were deployed within theaters where Soviet security

interests were great, where Moscow intended to provoke incidents, or where

the Kremlin's anxiety threshold was low and provccation was expected--that

is, in Eastern and Central Europe and Northeast and Southwest Asia; and these

situations did not get out of hand in terms of Soviet regional military

capabilities. Excluding rearward movements, in-thaater units were thought

adequate in as many as 91 percent of the incidents in Central Eulrope and in

95 percent and 81 percent of those actions in nations contiguous to the USSR

in the west and east, respectively. The comparatively lower figure relating

to Soviet Asia might be expected to rise over time if there are further

incidents between the USSR and China, considering the large Soviet military

* * *
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buildup along the Sino-Soviet border that was completed in the early

1970s. Only in-theater units were deployed in connection with a

border clash reported to have occurred in late 1974, a major Soviet

military demonstration in early 1978 and, shortly thereafter, a brief

Soviet border incursion into China.

In-theater units were fully up to the expansion of Soviet

authority at the end of te Second World War. Out-of-theater u:its

may have been called upon, however, in up to one-fifth of the coercive

operations directed at insuring the loyalty or security of commnunist

regimes. Such deployments were much less frequent when Moscow felt

the USSR's security was threatened in the west or sought to gain

advantage in that direction as compared with such incidents in the

east. In-theater units alone were relied on in more than 90 percent

of the former, but in only three-fifths of the latter.

Three-fifths of the incidents in which only out-of-theater forces were

forward deployed took place in the third world as did two-thirds of the

operarions requiring both in- and out-of-theater forces. Although the USSR

did estabiish continuous naval deploymonts in the Mediterranean, Indian

Ocean and West African waters between 1964 and 1970, the proportion of

incidents in which out-of-theater forces were called upon to respond in the

third world was virtually the same in the Lwo activist periods of 1956-62

- and 1967-74. Of great importance, however, the proportion of actions in
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which in-theater units were not at all available dropped from 60 percent

in the first period to 33 percent in che second. 17/ It is reasonable to

suppose that in-theater units might have been available much less olden for

coerci'e actions than cooperative ones in that the former were more crisis

responsive or otherwise took place on shorter notice. This was not the

case, however. The comparative figures for coercive actions alone in the

two activist periods were 56 percent and 31 percent, respectively.

Although Soviet leaders found it necessary to turn to forces distant

from the scene in almost two-thirds of the incidents between 1967 and 1974

when third world coercive actions were conducted, the Kremlin was also able

to turn to units already within the theater on two out of every three

occasions. Those operations requiring both in- and out-of-theater

deployments were almost always made in response to inter.tate crises-that

is, in conflictive situations between nations. In-theater or out-of-theater

units alone tended to be used in response to intra-state situations; those

latter actions also generally required the use of only lower lelels of force.

The interstate incidents did not necessarily present greater opportunities

or threats to Soviet interests. Clearly, though, they did require a greater

degree of military effort.

Out-ot-theater units were called upon most frequently to respond to

incidents in sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and Sovtheast Asia. In-theater

units alone were able to be turned to in only one-fifth of these incidents.

-By way of comparison, this last was truL of two-fifths of those operations

directed at the Middle East and North Africa. This is explained by the

( large Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean since the late 1960s.

-L-
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Major Combined Operations and Confrontations

What was -he cortext of the most substantial displays of Soviet

political-military power? This question has already been considered to

an extent in those separate examinations of Moscow's usage of ground, air

and sea units. It is of further value, though, to look at a subset of

incidents including only large combined operations, defined here as actions

in which two of the three following size forces participated: a ground

force larger than one division; a combat air unit larger than one regiment;

a naval force incliding more than five surface combatants. It is not

suggested that each of these three force elements is the equivalent of the

other two, but rather that each represents a large combat potential in its

own terms. The choice of the particular force levels is not entirely

arbitrary. These unit sizes represent, to a degree, modal choices by the

Kremlin at the upper end of earth of the three scales.

Soviet combined military operations meeting the above definition were

conducted in 18 percent of the 155 coercive incidents and may have taken

placs in an additional 10 percent. Morc than four-fifths of this total

subset of 44 actions were directed at Europe r Contiguous territories in

Asia and three-fifths of the total occurred before Stalin's death. Those

actions in this first decade were largely aimed at expansion in the context

of the end and immediate 3ftermach of the Second World War. Other operations

during this period focueed on the defense of those new positions and attempts

-o influence the Western allies' policies toward Germzay.

Table 2-6 list& the incidputs that took place after Stalin died. The

difference between these and those earlier operations lies in the prominence

after Stalin's death of actions to maintain Soviet authority in Eastern
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Table 2-6. Major coercive actions by USSR forces since Stalin's death

Crisis in Hungary November 1956

U.S. intervention in Lebanon July 1958

Western presence in Berlin July 1961

Cuban missile crisis October 1962

Border dispute with China ? 1965

Border di.4pute with China February 1967

Relations with Czechoslovakia July 1968

Relations with Czechoslovakia August 1968

Relations with Rumania a August 1968

Security of regime in Czechoslovakia October 1968

Border dispute with China March 1969

Security of Egypt February 1970

West Germany-USSR treaty a October 1970

Relations with Rumania a June 1971

Arab-Israeli war - 1 October 1973

Arab-Israeli war - 2 October 1973

Cyprus conflict July 1974

Relations with China a April 1978

China-Vietnam War a February 1979

a. Definitional criteria possibly met.

*1



2-42

Europe (32 percent), the need beginning in the 196 0s to respond to

threats presented b- China (26 percent), and Soviet willingness in the

late 1960s and early 1970s to become heavily engaged militarily in the

Mediterranean area (21 percent). The Berlin and Cuban missile crises,

representing the great probes of the Khrushchev era, are now two decades

in the past and do not seem likely to recur. The demonstration of

support for East G.rmany in 1970 following the signing of the Treaty of

Moscow, rather than being perceived as a Soviet threat, was a rcaffirmation

of the USSR-GDR alliance and more illustrative of the cold war's ending than

anything else.

Strategic Nuclear Forces

It is important to finally consider the use-or more accurately, the

apparent non-use-of Soviet strategic nuclear forces as a political

instrument. Although on a number of occasions and particularly during the

Khrushchev era, Soviet leaders verbally or by other diplomatic gesture

raised Lhe prospect of using nuclear weapons against foreign nations, in

only one instance were we able tc locate data confirming that the USSR raised

the alert status of forces presumably included in strategic nuclear attack plans

during a crisis. Not surprisingly, that incident was the Cuban missile

crisis. 18/ No information was discovered that would deny the statement that

the USSR has never redeployed st:ategic force Lnits during a crisis. To be

very confident about these matters is impossible, however.

We were unable to find any iuseful information about actual crisis

comunications between Soviet political leaders, military comanders, and
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the operators of missile-laden submarines, land-based missiles and nuclear-

capable bombers. Not found either vere data about what, if anything, vent

o~i during per'iods c'L tension at Sc'vlet a-zr or submarine bases--that is,

about activities that might 'B.. ea:e. in increase or absence of change in

alert status. Nc-- finally.v * d ve M_'xd numerical counts of strategic

submarines and aircraft ;n spec-Ifiz lo.-ations during crises. Bearing this

ignorance in mind, it would not te sbocking -x leav-n that- at least some

Soviet strategit _,it's 'a,- their al~ert ezatis raisued or were redeployed

during c>..o q itr, Thina in 19fiS OT tI'e 1?6, Borll. crisis, or that

Soviez strav:z ,c inits weie redeployed d.Iing tim .2ii clIisi. Other

incidents in Q.UCVI act:OnS WOu11 10L have baen increil r h

1973 Middle East War, t'i. 1S68 Cizechos.,.vakiu intervention and eve. the

1958 Offshore Islans crisis, the 1956 Sltz arisis and the intervention

in 1Pungary that fall.

What can perhaps be said &,out puoliciy unknown demonstrative 1noes of

Soviet strategic forces during crises with confidence is the following:

First, the Kremlin did not attempt to draw foreign attention to these

actions, un!!.ke the behavior of U.S:. I..rswho on a number of occasions

since the Second World War did not want the possibility that the United

States might resort to nuclear weapons to be discounted. Second. if the

targets of svzh Soviet moves perceived this behavior, they did not make

that information publ".c. Vulua',le files about these matters are undoubtedly

available cou i. classified basis within the U.S. and perhaps other governments.

* Whether even they might be definitive is impossible to tell from the outside.

( Having confessed a failure to locate more than one incident -*n whi :h

. ....
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Soviet strategic forces were used as a political instrument within the

bounds of our definition, it is worth mentioning why this could be an

accurate finding. For one thing, political leaders in Moscow, as compared

with U.S. policymakers, may have been more concerned historically with the

problem of command and control. The normal levels of alert of Soviet

strategic forces are much lower than those of U.S. strategic forces and

in crises Soviet leaders may have been above all else anxious to restrict

the risk of accident or unauthorized action. As related elsewhere:

Something is far more likely to go wrong when forces are
spring.-loaded for action than when they are at rest. An
unauthorized or accidental launching of nuclear weapons
h la Dr. Strangelove, is more likely in a force at high
readiness than in one at low readiness. 19/

Second, when the strategic position of the USSR was one of gross

inferiority and mutual assured destruction was not certain, Soviet leaders

may have considered the orchestration of nuclear forces during the Suez,

Offshore Islands or Berlin crises, for example, profoundly dangerous

insofar as the United States might have been provoked to carry out a

preemptive first strike. Third, if a discrete use of strategic nuclear

units failed to deter or compel Western behavior in an era of nuclear

inferiority, what then?, Soviet leaders might have asked themselves. A

nuclear attack on Britain, France, West Germany or Taiwan? Or one on the

United States? Except as concerned the future of West Germany, to take this

path was to accept a course of national suicide on behalf of uncertain allies

-that were pursuing their own local objectives. Insofar as the Kremlin

perceived its behavior over Berlin and the PRC's shelling of the Offshore Islands

as probes, almost certainly it anticipated the possibility of having to
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back off in the face of strong U.S. responses. To blink after escalating

to the nuclear level was to brook an incomparable diplomatic disaster--as

Khrushchev learned in the Cuban missile crisis. The Soviet interest was to

keep the focus on conventional capabilities in Europe and Asia.

Prior to the full-scale suppression in Hungary in 1956 and August 1968

entry into Czechoslcakia, Moscow was given strong reason to believe that

these acts would not evoke a Western military response. To alert or deploy

strategic forces concurrently with these interventions could be reasonably

considered by the Kremlin as unnecessary political provocations of the West.

Besides being unwilling to itself go to the nuclear level on behalf of

Egypt following the U.S. DEFCON 3 alert during the 1973 Middle East war,

the Kremlin may have perceived this too to be an act unnecessary to the

fulfillment of any immediate Soviet objective or other interest. That the

USSR did alert or deploy strategic force units during the 1969 Sino-Soviet

crisis when this threat was raised otherwise diplomatically is more plausible.

The United States as an Actor

The United States was an actor in 61 percent of the incidents in which

USSR military units were used coercively; U.S. armed forces were used as a

policy instrument in at least one-half of those situations in which

Washington chose to become involved. 20/ The United States was not a

participant in incidents between the USSR and People's Republic of China

and tended to steer clear of Kremlin actions to maintain its authority in

Eastern Europe. The superpowers confronted each other most regularly on

the periphery of the Soviet sphere of influence in the west, and in the

third world.

.4
. o "
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Although the stakes may have been high and the United States or the

Soviet Union were often prepared to become engaged more heavily if necessary,

small military confrontations or dual appearances on the scene by U.S. and

Soviet military units occurred much more frequently than did situations in

I ich Moscow and Washington ordered the deployment or alert of very large-

size forces. The two Germanys and the Middle East were the places of

most frequent heated contact.

U.S. armed forces were used almost always to support allies suffering

Soviet pressure directly or in a conflictive situation with a Soviet ally.

T'ae United States backed its NATO allies in Europe, mutual defense treaty

allies and CENTO and SEATO members and protocol nations in Asia, and

various friends and clients in the Middle East and sub-Saharan Africa.

Alongside of or depending on the USSR in these incidents were the bloc

nations in Eastern Europe, the USSR's other fraternal allies (North Korea,

North Vietnam, Cuba, and China until the late 1950s), and Moscow's

respective allies and clients in the third world.

The postwar occupations were established by mutual agreement.

Notwithstanding their suspicion of each other, the entry of both U.S. and

Soviet troops into Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, China and Korea at

the end of World War II did not lead immediately to a sense of confrontation

where U.S. and Soviet lines met. In later years, moreover, it was only in

Europe that the USSR or United States led the way toward confrontation.

"Both sides viewed their behavior in this region necessitated by critical

security interests. Elsewhere the superpowers tended to be drawn in by

regional antagonists, as in Asia by North and South Korea and by India and
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Pakistan, and in the Middle East by the Arab-Israeli conflict and strife

between aliies in the Arab world.

Washington and Moscow were similarly enticed into a number of internal

conflicts, including the civil war that resumed in China after Japan's

surrender, and ones in Lebanon, Indonesia, Laos and the Congo in the late

1950s and early 1960s. In these instances, however, the USSR and United

States did not confront each tar' mili.tarily as they did in those

interstate crises cited ab-,-. fhe tendency in internal situations rather

was for one or both of the superpowers to play only a supportive role or to

orchestrate a show of force in a way implying an intent not to be drawn

into a military confrontation--for example, the Soviet exercises in the

USSR's Trans-Caucasian and Turkestan military districts following the U.S.

intervention in Lebanon in 1958.

The superpowers did not both use their armed forces in response to an

internal crisis after the early 1960s. One reason for this was perhaps the

heightened opposition within the international comunity to intervention in

the domestic affairs of third world nations. A recognized government could

obtain the military backing of one superpower, but it became increasingly

costly for the other superpower to back its internal opposition overtly.

If an internal crisis developed into one between nations, as the 1970 Jordan

crisis did when Syrian armored units crossed the Jordanian border, the

barrier to military involvement by both the United States and the USSR was

lowered insofar as the conflict became one between client states. Moreover,

while covert action could weaken a regime, the prospect of a discrete

( political-military operation being able to bring down a regime was almost
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always small. Large-scale military aid and superpower armed forces

support given to an established government was a more certain ticket.

Military involvement by both superpowers was possibly more likely

in an internal crisis when no recognized government existed, as in Angola

in 1975-76. But even in that instance the USSR became heavily involved

militarily only after it was clear that the United States would not do so

and that the Kremlin's client already had the upper-hand politically in

the international community. That the United States did not use military

force in Angola and the USSR waited as long as it did was also indicative

of the relative inability of non-state actors to gain the superpowers' full

adherence to their cause. Playing a further role after the early 1960s

were the greater caution of Khrushchev's successors ano the increased

opposition in the United States, as related to the Vietnam War, to new

foreign entanglements. Backing a fraternal ally, alliance member or a nation

with which there existed long-time ties of interest or friendship was one

thing; it became quite another to use military force to support only a

potential friend,

Further along this line, after the Cuban missile crisis neither the

United States nor the USSR attempted to make gains at the expense of the

other by provoking the other directly with military means. Concomitantly

there occurred no crisis confrontations between the North Atlantic and

Warsaw Treaty nations. While the superpowers became entangled supporting

-friends elsewhere, their European allies, although interested bystanders,

found no reason to lessen the pace of improving relations with one another.

U.S. military men played a role in a dozen incidents is which the
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Kremlin coercively used forces meeting the above definition and in another

eleven in which ground, sea or air units alone of a size large enough to

meet the definition were used. For the most part, these 23 incidents (see

table 2-7) may be grouped in the following terms: joint occupations at the

end of the Second World War; cold war crises between the superpowers

directly or indirectly; conflicts between U.S. and Soviet ellies related

to the Middle East.

Of the greatest importance is the fact that with the exception of the

incident in Southeast Asian waters in May 1972, all of those confrontations

after the Cuban missile crisis were the result of situations that entrapped

the superpowers; neither the USSR nor the United States planned or initiated

these incidents. Even in the Cyprus crisis, when the USSR did appear to act

in a way adding further to NATO's disarray, Moscow had images to protect,

both as a power to be reckoned with in eastern Mediterranean regional affairs

and as a Warsaw Treaty ally (of Bulgaria). As compared with those other

incidents listed in table 2-7 since the missile crisis, this incident and

that in May 1972 were the ones in which the sense of superpower military

confrontation was weakest. Although both the Soviet Union and United States

used armed forces to signal interest and concern during these years, the

prospect of violent conflict between the superpowers was not great at all.

Very large Soviet and U.S. naval forces played a role in all but one

of the incidents following the Cuban missile crisis listed in table 2-7.

The threat of major Soviet gzrmd unit involvement arose in three of these

incidents; Soviet combat air units were deployed in none. Thus generally

speaking, after 1962 cuperpower military confrontations-at least in terms

2 ' -0, ,' ,4 , . -
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a

Table 2-7. Incidents when U.S. and major USSR armed forces were used a

Political future of Czechoslovakia January 1945

Political future of Germany January 1945

Political future of Austria March 1945

Political future of China August 1945

Political future of Korea August 1945

Economic influence in Manchuria November 1945

Security of Port Arthur and Dairen February 1946

Dispute over Turkish provinces and Dardanelles March 1946

Future of West Germany and Berlin June 1948

Security of China during Korean War Late 1950

Security of North Korea during Korean War ? 1951

U.S. intervention in Lebanon July 1958

Western presence in Berlin July 1961

Emplacement of missiles in Cuba July 1962

Cuban missile crisis October 1962

Egypt-Israel political crisis May 1967

Arab-israeli war June 1967

Seizure of U.S.S. Pueblo by North Korea January 1968

Jordan-PLO-Syria conflict September 1970

U.S. response to N. Vietnam Easter Offensive May 1972

Arab-Israeli war- . October 1973

Arab-Israeli war - 2 October 1973

Cyprus conflict July 1974

a. USSR tsed ground units larger than one division, more than five major
surface combatants, or more than oe air regiment.
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of the proximity of military units-took place at sea. There can be

little doubt that this was heavily related to the responsive rather than

initiatory character of the USSR and U.S. involvements in these situations

and concern by both Moscow and Washington to retai, maximum flexibility

while issuing political-military signals. Moscow's threat to deploy

airborne units during the 1973 Middle East war was made only after Israeli

forces surrounded the Egyptian Third Army on the West Bank following the

cease-fire, leaving Cairo exposed.

The Cuban missile crisis seemed to teach the superpowers that direct

provocation could be extremely dangerous, that the course of such a crisis

could not be planned, and that withdrawal could be exceedingly difficult.

A lesson of the October War was chat simply not seeking a game of chicken

was not enough; friends could yet create or get themselves into a situation

where one or both superpowers felt compelled to lend a hand. Strutting

about a naval task force does not lower the threshold to superpower conflict

as much as other military actions can, but when friends confront each other,

the superpowers may be called upon to do more and can find refusal difficult.

The necessary rule would seem to be a warning by each superpower to its

friends that defense support is one thing, but that they have no insurance

on the other side of the line.

An examination of U.S. behavior during the quarter century of 1956-79

seems to lead to the conclusion that the United States became less inclined

-toward confrontat,)n with the USSR during the course of these years. If the

three activist period in this era are looked at alone, we find that U.S.

armed forces were turnel to in up to two-thirds of the incidents in which
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the Kremlin ordered coercive military operations in 1956-62, but in no

more than one-third of those in 1967-74 and in only one-fifth of the

incidents in 1977-79. Of the two other periods in these years, U.S.

military operations occurred in almost three-fourths of those coercive

incidents in 1963-67 and in two-fifths of those in 1974-77. The higher

frequencies in the two periods of lesser activity by the USSR do not

iadicate greater activism, but rather continued U.S. willingness to

confront the USSR to a limited extent. In neither of these two periods

did the superpowers fate off in a major military confrontation.

In broad terms, what appears to have happened was the following:

First, the Cuban missile crisis signalled an end to a period of Soviet

probes aimed directly at the West to which the United States regularly

responded on the basis of deeply felt security interests. Second, in

2the late 1950s and early 1960s, the extended thesis of containment made

it imperative to anticipate and meet Soviet threats in the then emerging

third woirld. In some instances-as, for example, in the Congo and Laos--

U.S. actions, rather than anticipating Soviet intervention, may iu fact

hhve provoked that involvement. In the next several years the USSR did

not use military power provocatively either in Europe or the third worlA

and chose not to respond seriously to the deepening U.S. involvement and

then full entry into the war in Southeast Asia. Other U.S. political-

military operations in these years were focused heavily in the Caribbean

-area. With the exception of the fighting in Yemen, naor conflictive

situations did not develop in the Middle East during that time. Although

the Kremlin may well have become deeply involved in a serious Arab-Israeli
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confrontation had one occurred then, Moscow was not prepared to become

engaged in more distant situations in South Asia, the Persian Gulf or

sub-Saharan Africa, let alone in the Caribbean.

When the USSR responded to threats presented in Eastern Europe and

by China in the late .960s, the United States determined to steer clear

of these incidents. At the same time, the continued absence of hostile

Soviet behavior directed at Western Europe and then dramatically improved

relationship between the USSR and West Germany meant for an absence of

superpower confrontation over the Eurasian Cape. Those confrontations

that did take place were occasioned by interstate crises in the Middle

East and South Asia, and Moscow's increased, though still very limited,

willingness to support communist allies outside Eastern Europe vis-h-vis

the United States. The United States did not, however, militarily challenge

the large number of Soviet political-military operations directed at

supporting third world regimes against internal threats.

During the next several years (1974-77) the Middle East and South Asia

were relatively quiescent; and while the United States withdrew completely

from Indochina, the USSR showed itself unwilling to support provocative

behavior by North Korea--consider Moscow's non-response to the United States

display of force following the murder of two U.S. Arr.N officers by North

Korean scldiers i. the Korean demilitarized zone in 1976. When U.S. and

Soviet military forces did appear together on the scene of a conflict in

-the third world, the potential for serious confrontation was minimal,

certainly insofar Ps U.S. objectives and intentions were concerned. Wiien

the Kremlin airlifted armaments to Algeria in early 1976 destined to 3upport

4~i



the Polisario rebels in the former Spanish Sahara, the U.S. response was

to send the Sixth Fleet flagship Little Rock to visit Morocco; and

when U.S. and Soviet warships appeared together in the eastern Mediterranean

in June 1976, the occasion was the U.S. evacuation from Lebanon.

Notwithstanding U.S. rapprochement with China, Washington remained

wholly unwilling to play a military role in confrontations between the USSR

and China in the late 1970s. When the Carter adminisZration did decide to

show U.S. interest in the Somalian-Ethiopian conflict in 1978, the means

chosen was a very small naval ptesence in the Red Sea. Although the United

States would probably have acted forcefully in any serious Arab-Israeli

confrontation and have opposed Cuban armed forces supported violence in the

Caribbean area, U.S. willingness to become militarily engaged elsewhere in the

third world was minimal both where the USSR was and was not involved. The one

other dual appearance, and one which well describes the reality of U.S. and

Soviet military activity toward each other in the late 1970s, was a feather-

strLtting of continued rights by each superpower in Berlin in early 1978. 21/

Correlates of Coercive Soviet Diplomacy

Chapters three, four and five pursue in greater depth an historical

evolutionary perspective of the circumstances in which coercive Soviet

political-military operations have occurred and Soviet force usage in these

incide-ts. Respectively, these chapters examine actions by Moscow: 1) to expand

.its authority around the periphery of the USSR and to insure the loyalty and

allLancc of communist regimes; 2) to insure the security of the USSR: 3) to increase

and maintaiu Soviet influence in the third world. It is interesting to

4!
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consider tinally in the way of aggregate analysis whether the annual

frequeucies of Soviet coercive actions in toto or of those incidents

falling into each of the above three subsets are statistically related to

certain indices reflecting international and domestic changes that might

have *fluenced Soviet decisionmakers in relatively straightforward and

simple incremental fashion.

Did the USSR engage in coercive political-military diplomacy more

frequently when its strategic nuclear capabilities vis-a-vis the !United

States improved? When the Soviet economy or defense spending expanded

more rapidly? When U.S. confidenze faltered or Presidents of the United

) States were politically weaker or U.S. defense spending was in decline?

When tension grew between the Soviet Union and the United States? Or did

the USSR simply act and react to some proportion of threats and opportunities

as they arose? To get at answers to these questions, the following indicators

were examined as independent variables: the ratios of U.S. to Soviet

strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and strategic nuclear warheads; 22/

percent changes in the gross national product of the USSR and Soviet defense

spending; 23/ Standard and Poor's average annual composite stock price index

which, discounted for inflation and real economic growth, presents itself as

as indicator of U.S. buoyancy; 24/ the average annual percent of those

interviewed in the Gallup poll who voiced approval of the President's

performance; 25/ the percent change in outlays (spending) by the U.S.

Department of Defense; 26/ indices of behavior directed by the superpowers

at each other used by the Department of Defense for general crisis forecasting;

( 27/ a list of crises compiled exclusively from Soviet sources. 28/
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No significant correlation was found between either of the two indicators

of the strategic nuclear balance that were utilized and the overall annual nuwiber

of Soviet coerLive actiorns or those incidents in each of the three individual

subcategories that were e.amined. 29/ This is true of the period in full

since the Second Viorld 'ar as well as of the post-Khrushchev era wli.ch was

considered independently. IIowevet, these correlations, while small and

statistically in.ignifinant, were almost uniformly negative--that is, as the

USSR closed the gap with the United States in strategic nuclear weapons, the

frequency of Soviet political-military op;-rations did tend tc increase. A

cor::elatfon of -.42 was found between the annual ratio of U.S. to USSR force

loadings and the annual number of incidents in the third world since 1965.

Continuous series data on Soviet defense expenditures are available only

for the period since 1967. Not the value in current or constant currency,

but the percentage change in real defense spending was examined. During the

decade of 1968 to 1977 these figures ranged from roughly one percent (in 1970)

to more than six percent (in 1968). 30/ Again, although no statistically

significant correlations were found, the direction of the L.igures suggested

the existence of some very broad association. 31/ No statistical or other

relptionship could be inferred from correlations between the frequencies of

incidents and the rate of growth of the gross national product of the bSSR.

If the Improvement in the strategic balance and increaied defense spending

did give greater confidence to Soviet leaders and embolden them or give them

more to work with, they were not euphorically impelled by upward swings of

the economy. Nor can L be said that lesser growth rates bred foreign

military adventures as a political outlet for economic disappointment.
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Another thought was that the Kremlin might be influenced by

fluctuations in U.S. self-confidence, willingness to spend on defense, or

the strength of the Presidency. The residual of the Standard and Poor's

average annual stock price index--after the separation out of what might

be considered the impacts of inflation and real economic growth--was used

as a measure of investors' outlook and surrogate for U.S. national spiriL.

Did Soviet polittcal-military diplomacy occur more frequently when America

was "down"? Statistically, the answer is a clear uo. Nor was the Kremlin

encouraged by declines in U.S. defense spending or deterred by increased

U.S. military expenditures, notwithstanding the discounting from annual

• . defense budgets during the Korean and Vietnam wars the financial

costs of those conflicts. 32/ A small but statistically significant -.37

correlaticn was found, however, between the annual number of incidents

in toto and the average annual percentage of those interviewed by the

Gallup poll who approved the President's performance--that ia, Soviet armed

forces were used more often when Americans voiced less approval of the

performance by the President. A distinct possibility, of course, is that

the lower standing of Presidents in the Gallup poll might have reflected,

at least in part, increased Soviet political-military activity. 33/

During the past two decades sociaL scientists have developed a number

of sophisticated measuLas utilizing events data banks for the purpose of

forecasting future international behavior including periods of crisis and

-favorable relations between nations. Ore measure developed for the U.S.

Department of Defense is a tension scale of coopercative-conflictive behavior

directed by nations at one arother which makes use of the 14oad Event Interactior.

I
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Survey (WEIS) data. 34/ A. examination of the annual indices of "tension"

radiated by the United States coward the Soviet Union and the reverse

yielded no associations with the frequency of discrete Soviet political-

military operations for the period of 1968-77 for which data were available.

Another plausible in"Icator of forthcoming Soviet political-military

diplcmacy that was considered was the recognition of crises by Soviet

elites. Analysts have compiled a list of 386 international crises, as

perceived in the USSR, between 1946 and 1975 on the basis of a search of:

Soviet origin chronologies, tezts dealing with international events, crisis

"management" literature and statements in v'l' United Nations; Comunist

Party of the Soviet Union congress statements; and the memoirs of Nikita

Khrushchev. 35/ It might be thought that the fluctuation in the annual

number of crises perceived in the USSR would be reflected in the freqaency with

which Soviet leaders turned to the armed forces for foreign policy support.

This was not the case, however, either for the three decade period examined

overall or the post-Khrushchev period considered separately. The Kremlin:

did not simply respond to some proportion of opportunities and threats as

they arose.

What the above adds up to is that the factors examined do not allow

a simple lineat explanation of Soviet coercive diplomacy; which is not to

say that the strategic balance, Soviet defense spending, confidence in thc

President and other variables that were looked at are unimportant and do nc-L

contribute to an explanation. While some variables would sees. more important

than others, the point is that the relationships, whether complex or general,

cannot be viewed in easily quantifiable terms and that a perspective

-ft-
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implicitly based upon such thoughts is almost certainly mistaken. Thus,

for example, although it surely did make a difference that an environmen:

of practical strategic parity replaced one of gross Soviet strategic

inferiority, it cannot be argued that each small increment of change in

this direction led to more frequent Soviet political-military activity.

As will be seen in later chapters, what seems to count is the general

mind-set of the Soviet leadership which does not manifest its metamorphosis

incrementally. 36/ Thus, for example, a stat:istically significant correlation

of -,60 is obtained between Soviet third world actions and a simple three

value scaling of years to reflect changes in the gross Soviet strategic

position--that is, by allocating a value of three (3) to each of those

years when the USSR had no intercontinental nuclear delivery system, a two

(2) to years of clear Soviet strategic inferiority, and a one (1) to years

since 1969 when the ratio of U.S.:USSR nuclear delivery vehicles dropped

below two-to-one. And a -.54 correlation (p <.05) is cbserved between the

annual frequency of Soviet political-military diplomacy generally and a

simple weighting of years to reflect ralitical transitions in the USSR (by

hypothesizing that in the first several years after a Stalin or Khrushchev

is replaced the new leadership is not at all adventurous, that in the few

years imediately thereafter there is a pendulum swing to the use of force

frequently, and that following in turn is a more moderate level of activity

falling between those two ear3'er periods). 37/ These types of association

are better discussed in the more traditional %erms of the chapters that

follow.



2-60

Footnotes

1. Philip Windsor and Adam Roberts, Czechoslovakia 1968: Reform,

Repression and Resistance (Institute for Strategic Studies, 1970), pp. 28-30.

2. The only expansionary military action turned up in later years was a

subtle show of force in 1975 in the form of a missile test it waters of the

Barents Sea disputed with Norway.

3. In two incidents, one in September 1950 and the other in January

1951, Soviet troops attempted to seize small pieces of the French and British

sectors in West Berlin.

4. Major developments affecting Soviet strategic and conventional

military power were, of cource, set in motion during that time.

5. Insofar as it sometimes takes a substantial amount of time to uncover

the circumstances of non-coercive armed forces activities, it Ic po'sible that

a nAmber of operations perceived as unstimulated by particular political

developments were indeed considered special by Soviet leaders. A ninth

coercive action was a step-up in the number of Soviet patrols in West Berlin

following R refusal by the United States, Great Britain and France to eurtail

their patrols in East Berlin.

6. Ship-based ground units may have been used alone or in conjunction

with land forces in an additional eix incidents, five of which occurred

after 1967.

7. Data on U. S. armed forces usage are drawn from Barry M. Blechman and

Stephen S. Kaplan, Force Without War: U. S. Armed Forces aA a Political

Instrument (Brookings, 1978).
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8. Ground force size was estimated for 14 percent of the incidents

abunt which force size data were obtained. One-half of the 39 incidents

for which data were insufficient to afford estimates concerned actions

related to West Berlin.

9. At full strength, a Soviet motorized rifle division musters 12,000

personnel; armorcd and airborne divisions number 9,500 and 7,000 respectively.

Jeffrey Record, Sizing up the Soviet Army (Brookings, 1975), pp. 11-12.

10. Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet Power and Europe, 1945-1970 (Johns Hopkins

University Press, 1970), pp. 10-11, 39-40, 164-69; International Institute

for Strategic Studies (hereafter IISS), The Military Balance, 1978-1979

(IISS, 1978), p. 9.

11. On the significance of the Roman siege of Masada, see Edward N.

Luttwak, The Grand Strategy of the Roman Empire (Johns Hopkins University

Press, 1976), pp, 3-4.

12. Data were unavailable on the number of surface combatants used in

thirteen incidents, five of which took place before 1967.

13. Robert G. Weinland, "Soviet Naval Operations-Ten Years of Change,"

professional paper no. 125, (Center for Naval Analyses, August 1974), pp. 1-5.

14. Barry M. Blechiman, The Changing Soviet Navy (Brookings, 1973), p. 3.

15. Barry 1. Blechman and others, The Soviet Military Buildup in U.S.

Defense Spending (Brookings, 1977), p. 11.
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16. IISS, The Military Balance, 1978-79 (IISS, 1978), p. 10.

17. A figure is not provided for the activist period beginning in

late 1977 because of the paucity of incidents occurring in the third world

between 1977 and 1979.

18. Richard E. Neustadt and Graham T. Allison, "Afterword," in

Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days: A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis

(Norton, 1971), p. 113.

19. Joseph J. Kruzel,"Military Alerts and Diplomatic Signals," Ellen

P. Stern, ed., The Limits of Military Intervention (Sage, 1977), p. 89.

20. U. S. armed forces were definitely used in 52 percent of the

incidents in which Soviet military power was used coercively and the U.S.

was an actor; U.S. forces may have been alerted in an additional 19 percent

of these incidents.

21. In January 1978, after the United States refused to abolish or

limit its military patrols in East Berlin, the USSR increased its military

presence in West Berlin.

22. Data compiled by Robert P. Berman of The Brookings Institution.

End-of-year ratio of force loaaings: number of nuclear weapons deployed on

U.S. and Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched

ballistic missiles, and long-range bombers; on U.S. intermediate-range

ballistic missiles and bombers when they were deployed in Europe; on U.S.

forward deployed aircraft carriers when they were included in plans for
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strategic strikes. "Department of Defense Annual Report, Fiscal Year

1979" (1978; processed), and previous reports; "Statement of Secretary

of Defense Melvin R. Laird Before a Joint Session of the Senate Armed

Services Committee and the Senate Subcommittee on Department of Defense

Appropriations, on the Fiscal Year 1971 Defense Program and Budget"

(February 20, 1970; processed), pp. 56-59; "The Development of Strategic

Air Command, 1946-1973" (SAC, 1974; processed); Stockholm International

Peace Research Institute, World 3rnamencs and Disarmaments: SIPRI

Yearbook 1974 (MIT Press, 1974), pp. 105-.10; International Institute for

Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 1971-1972 (London: IISS, 1971),

p. 56; Norman Polmar, Aircraft Carriers (Doubleday, 1969), pp. 503-08,

596-600.

23. Data provided by the Central Intelligence Agency, Office of

Strategic Research (for Soviet dzfense spending) and Office of Economic

Research (for Soviet gross national product). GNP growth figures were

derived from calculations of factor cost prices in 1970 rubles. Continuous

series data were available for the period since 1951 for Soviet GNP and

since 1967 for Soviet defense spending.

24. Standard and Poor's Trade and Securities Statistics, 1976 Edition

(Standard and Poor's, 1976), p. 4, and updated material; Economic Report of

the President, transmitted to the Congress January 1978 (GPO, 1978), p. 257.

An index of national confidence was constructed by dividing the 1946 U.S.

gross national product by the current year gross national product and

I- multiplying by the Standard and Poor's index figure for the current year.

S p 4 Cp* C ~



2-64

25. George H. Gallup, ed., The Gallup Poll, vols. 1-3 (Random

House, 1972); The Gallup Opinion Index, report nos. 56 (February 1970),

138 (January 1977), and 165 (April 1979).

26. Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),

"National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1977" (OASD-Comptroller, 1976),

p. 95, and later editions.

27. Data collected and scored by Early Warning and Monitoring

Project, International Public Policy Research Corporation (McLean, Va.);

based on a method presented by Judith Ayres Daly and Thomas R. Davies,

in The Early Warning and Monitoring System: A Progress Report (McLean, Va.:

Decisions and Designs, Inc., July 1978), pp. 70-104. Data available for

years since 1966.

28. As presented by Robert B. Mahoney, Jr. and Richard P. Clayberg, in

Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Management Experience: Technical Report

(Arlington, Va.: CACI, September 1978), pp. 3-1 to 3-43.

29. Using .95 as the level of confidence required for rejecting the

null hypothesis.

30. See footnote 23.

31. For all incidents annually, r - .42; and for those actions geared

-to the direct expansion or defense of communism abroad, r - .59.

32. Figures on the costs of the Korean and Vietnam wars were obtained

from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), Program/

Budget Division.
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33. To disentangle this knot completely requires an examination of

the timing sequence of Soviet actions and changes in the rating of the

President and the separation out from the latter of the effects of other

influential events in the interim between polls. Of further interest,

perhaps, r - -.39 for 1965-77; p >.05.

34. See footno.e 27.

35. Mahoney and Clayberg, Analysis of the Soviet Crisis Management

Experience, pp. 2-15 to 2-27.

36. Readers might want to note that simple leaes and lags of variables

that were done in supplementary calculations yielded no fruitful results.

37. With this in mind, the following scores were awarded: For the

years 1946-52, two; for 1953-55, three; for 1956-58, one; for 1959-64, two;

for 1965-67, three; for 1968-70, one; for 1971 onwards, two.

(
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EXPANIOI AND DEFENSE OF COIMUNISM

Leon Trotsky did not believe communism in Russia could survive

without revolution elsewhere in Europe. By the vid-1920s, though, the

*dominant line was Stalin's belief that "socialism in one country" was

possible--that is, the Soviet Union could make it on its own.

Until the incorporation of territories to the west between 1939

and 1941, the spread of communism abroad remained, with one exception,

a distant goal. The exception was Outer Mongolia where the USSR gained

dominion beginning in 1921 when, at the end of the Russian Civil War,

Red Army troops and a Mongol force, together numbering about 13,000,

defeated a White Russian army in the area near Kiakhta. Soviet troops

then remained in Outer Mongolia until at least 1925 to support the

consolidation of power by a new People's Revolutionary Government.

Soviet military men developed the Mongolian Pt.ople's Revolutionary Army

in their image and continued to serve t.his new Red Army--as it was

renamed in 1930--as advisers and staff officers. 1/ In 1932 and 1934

Soviet troops helped suppress internal rebellions against the Mongolian

People's Republic--precedents for interventions in Eastern Europe in

later years.

Red military men were unable to extend the boundaries of communism

'in the west during the Civil War years: In the winter of 1917-18 White

-Finns fought Red Finns supported by Bolshevik troops and the Baltic

Fleet over the future of Finland. From their island fortress of Sveaborg

____ _____ . ./- .~ -. .



3-2

and their ships near the shore nf the Finnish capital, Red sailors

dominated lelsinki until they were Imobilized by ice and then forced

to withdraw by advancing German forces. Nor wat Lentn unwilling to take

aivantage of a revolt against the Shah of Iran in 192C. Supportina the

insurgents were Bolshevik soldiers and naval vessel3, and a So)viet

Republic of Gilan was even established in northern Iran. A rctreat was

sounded only when it became clear that a very large Soviet intervention

was necessary to obtain success. Major battle by the Red AxLy in the

west was afforded only in the case of Poland where Red army mer. -wheeled

as far as the gates of Warsaw before they were driven bacx by forces

led by Josef Pilsudski. Before the Bolshevik troops were forced to

retreat a Polish Provisional Revolutionary Comittee war briefly

established in Bialystock. 2/

After Adolph Hitler became chancellor in German7 the Red Army was

increased in size from a decade long strength of 561!,000 to S40,000; by

1936 1.3 million Soviet citizens were in arms. However, when Eitlar

occupied himself with Spain, Austria, and Czeckvislovakta during the next

several years, Stalin carried out r, mssive purge of the Soviet armer:

forces. Only after Hitler turned east Rfter sezing the westemn half

of Czechoslovakia did Stalin become seriously concerned about var. 3/ Thvs

uo August 23, 1939 GeCran foreign minister Joachim Yon Ribbeutrop end

his Soviet counterpart Vyxsheslav M. Mo3.otov put their si natures to the

Treaty of Non-Aggression Between Germany and the Union of Soviet Sociallst

Republics. In making this pact, Hitler inured that the ftwasion of

Poland, beginning on September 1. old Id Co w:, only -olth Britala and

fma
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rrance. and arot also v~ith R,-saia. StaliD souaht for Germany's energies

to be spenit In the vest and :;-I gain tine for the USSR to strengthen

itself further. A "Secret Additional V'rotocol" to the alliance offered

the following matei.ial incantives:

1. uthe tvznt of a territorial and political rearrangent
of th~e areas belonging to the Baltic states (Finland,
Estonia, LatviA, Litiuania) the northern boundary of
Lithuania shall represtnt the boundary of the spheres of
iniluence of Germany and the USSR....

2. In the event of a territorial and political rearrangement
of the are.*s belonging to the Polish state the spheres of
iafluence of Germany and the USSR shall be bounded
apjproximp-tcly by the line of the rivers Narew, Vistule, and
San. The question of whether the intereats :!f both parties
make desirable the maintenance of an independent Polish
ctate ... can only tbe definitely determined in the cour.se of
further political developments...

3. With rega.-d to Southeastern Euirope attention Is called by
the Soviiet side to its interest in Bessarabia ... 4/

On September 1?, 1939, while the Polish armed forces we-re beling

destroyed by the Nazi on'nlaught from the vest, the Red1 Army crossed the

Folish frontier on a broad rora extending frota Latvia to Rumania. Pre-

saging the Soviet Manchuriar campsign in 1945, the occupation of ".stern

Poland was accomplished within days. A ftirther secret agrevient between

Ber~lin and Mloscow on ieptember 28 traded Lublin Province in eastern Poland

to Germany in return for the cession of Lituania to the Soviet sphere.

whereupon Moscow forced "mutual trade and aid agreement;s" upon Estonia

(September 219), Latvia (October 5) and Lithuania (October 10). Wh1at was

'of gireat la-ortance for I4oscor, the agreements allowed the establishment

of Soviet military bases In these nations, undermining completely their

pbility to resist formual annexation to the USSR lest that a year later. 5/I
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Finland's turn was nct; but Helsinki was not bullied by Soviet

diplomacy, including Moscow's threat to use force. Finally on November

29, 1939 the USSR declared war or. its northern neighbor which, after an

heroic defense, *^king for a very poor showing by the Red krzy, vas

forced to end its resistance in March 1940, The ters of surrtnder

included the cession of Finnish territory adjacent tu Leke Ladoga nuar

Leningrad, Hango, and large tracts along the central and northern portions

of Finland's border with the USSR. 6/

Moscow's adherence to the secret protocol of the Nrzi-Soviet Pact

was made complete when following an ultiatum given on June 23, 1940,

Rumania offered up Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina to occupation

by the Red Army. This Rumanian coda and the incotporation of Estonia,

Latvia and Lithuania into the USSR just deys earlier were precipitated

by the unexpectedly quick fall of Frarce.

The principal objective of these actions was to inprove the tSS s

strategic position vis-a-vis Germany. The territorial gaiiu6 fciloving

the Nazi-Soviet pact allowed the Red Army to Ptaud roughly cne handred

milts further west in Europe, Improved -normously the -oviet positioa in

the Baltic and Gulf of F.4nland, and advanced the fror-tizz away from

Leningrad. Notwithstanding the wisdom of "he agreement, 'hich allowed

Hitler to face west and east s8quentlally rather than at rhe awme ti:e,

the tactics of Soviet politicsl-ailtary actioa ir Odvancing the USSR's

position were keen. Signifi.tantly, the one bump in the road occurred

when Mof,;ow turned to its arned forces not for influence, but as an

Instrument of force-that is, in the Winter War with 'inland.



3-5

Gains AfLer the Second World War

Imed.ately &Azer V-.r.r Wav 11 Soviet geopolitical I.f! itnce vas

Incressed dramatlally. The Xe4 Azry played a vwjor role In this develop-

ment by occupylt Po".uid , Ruzgvr,, .uszi3, 1ilgaris, eastern up-rmany and

northern i'orea, and b 9ar-'iuC behind lw.a! co~unlats in Yugoulavin and

Czechoslovakia. M/isco .i ieird po* the c.,.cumstances I.n which the war

ended to *sLtbi.h acCZOsZ the USSR's frontie-s comunis., regimes

satisfyin, botr Ideologictl s'd stetist objectives.

Stalin ws not 1nrlai-xible in his util~zitton of Soviet military power

and did not have the Red Arzy ntord fast to support local comwinistg in

all circumstances: vitdrawals were aade from China, Ir-un, and Czech-

oelc-oakia; a conunist regime was n, t established in Austria; and no coup

of the CrecholTvaklauL $Enre or of any other type was at&epted Pa Finland.

Szalin v* also wil3in; to back off 4fter probi$.g ior veaknesses in Turkey.

Esrern Europe

The opportuvity for tha ezpansion of Soviet influence arose beginnirng

in Januar'y 191:4 vhcn the Red Axmy crossed the prewar German-Ru;!slan border,

thtt it. the IN139 '.ai-.ovit pacc porttLion lipe In ?olaad, In early

April 'X944 So'iet, troops entered Ruuan.A, theroacr overwhelmed

5ul~agia, and surged L£nto Ytnosl-%via. Then vith its .lUnks cf-vered, the

led A&y began its $rcht urch eaztward th.ough Htzgar7,Czechoslovakia

and ?ider i, into Aut.riD and finally Cersarsy and erlts.

As jrctouned by the Yalta nd Potedto confron ts and a treaty

with Ilarazw signN in Auxaust 1945, the USSR tcquired from Poland the

thrAt Frcvinces "st of the Ct rzco line. Finland vas sgai.n forced te

ffer up the Xterirortss lost during the Winter War a" uas made to lase
(

_7 ..

L'z
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to the USSR for 50 yeais the naval base of Porkalla-ldd on the Gulf of

Finland. Ruan.aia was forced to cede Northern Bukovina and Bevsarabia

to Soviet soverei.uty, while from Czechoslovakia the USSR obtained Sub-

Carpathian Ruthenia. Germany's loss to the Soviet Uni'= was East Prussia.

In short, Aside from the Baltic states, which were formally Incorporated

into the USSR in 1940, the essence of Mosccw's other gains in 1939-40

were legitimized after the Second World War by agreements signed by

Allied or former Axis nations.

Critical to .-hese cessions was the occupation of the territories

in question by missive Soviet military formations. To some extent the

agreements reached with the USSR recognized what were taken by many as

legitimate Soviet demands for reparations and insurance of the USSR's

future security. But notwithstanding rympathy for both the Soviet Union's

suffering during the war and interest in a more forward position in

Eastern Europe, these wcrrants were siEned, more than anything else, as

acknowledgments of Soviet military power and ar a form of domage

limitation. Not to have come to tens Nuch as these rl.sked infuriating

Stalin from a position of weakness and raised the possibility of the

Kremlin opening its mouth even wi6er.

The agreements at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam all supported the

establishment of postwar regimes in Eastern Europe "democratic and

friendly" to the USSR. 7/ Stalin's concern tws the latter, although be

Ailigentl established "people's democricies" in the occupied nation.,

41 which were joined by Czechoslovakia in February 1948. Of no small sig-
I--

nificance to the successful finale of the Czech drama, if not a necessary

condition, was the massing and anneuvers by the Red krmy just across
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Ctec'oslovakia's borders. Llthough the Czech comurists did told or

contcol the most Important positions of goverment and even obtained the

support of the army chief-of-staff, this authority and support may be

I 1mportp.ntly attra uted to sensitivities about contiguous Soviet military

power. 8i

The guarantor of sovietization in Eastern Europe and purges of

Lastern European comunists whom Mosccw did not consider loyal tnough

in the late 1910s was the continued d~ployment of the Red Army in these

nations. One-half to one million Soviet troops remained in Eastern

gmrope after the war. Group Soviet Forces Germany included 22 divisions

and upporting tactical aircraft. Up to eight divisions and supporting

aircraft were emplaced in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Rumania.

And behind these formations were the 50-60 divisions in the western military

districts of the USSR. -8y vay i-f contrast, the United States, Great Britain

and Frarce so reduced their forces that together they maintained only ten

divisions in Western Europe prior to the Korean War. United States troops

in the region numbered approximately one-hundred thousand and worldwide

totalled only 1.5 million. 9/

The Balkans

The usage of $)viet mil-tary power in the Balkans presents an interesting

'tontrast to the pattern followed in Fastern Europe proper. The Red Army

found its way !nto Yugoslavia only for a brief moment. In 1944-45 Stalin

felt the existenct of stron,* ties with and, no doubt, the ability to dominate

ithe Yugosl&v communists who, as a rpsult of their leading role in the

partisan movement, witre dome.itcally well rooted and able to gain quick

,ontro in the wake of the Cermau army'. retreat lefore the Russian legions.

. ... • .... ............ ...... --.-- ..
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Hence the Red Army was not diverted to the occupation of Yugoslavia after

the liberation of Belgrade, but was directed out of the country to obtain

the liberation and occupation of other prizes. 10/ Stalin was correct

about the ability of the Yugoslav communists to consolidate their position

without the direct help of Soviet military pouer, but was terribly mistaken

about Tito's and his colleagues' willingness to accept the USSR's leading

role in decisions affecting Yugoslavia.

Albania was completely Lypassed by the Red Army. Moreover, between

the oustei" of the Nazis and the break with Tito in 1948, Moscow considered

Albania within Yugoslavia's sphere of influence. It was at least half

expected that Belgrade would actually incorporate the country as Moscow

had the Baltic states earlier. Milovan Djilas has reported that Stalin

sggested this as late as January 1948 at a Kremlin meeting. 11/ At a

February 1948 meeting in Moscow Stalin expressed a different view, however,

and opposed vigorously Belgrade's deployment of an air force fighter

regiment and plani to dispatch two divisions to Albania. (The issue,

though, was Yugoslavla's exhibition of foreign policy independence, not

Albanian sovereignty.) 12/

Beginning in July 1948, Tirana used the crisis in Soviet-Yugoslav

relations that had erupted in March to denounce Belgrade's influence in

Albania. Yugoslav econom.tc, mi'llitary, and other missions were forced to

withdraw, and various bilateral agreements were terminated. As replace-

rients, Soviet military and other missions were sought, Albania's objective

beirn to obtain the USSR as a guarantor of its independence. 13/ Stalin

meant to inczease Soviet influence in Albania and isolate Belgrade.
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Thus Russian arms, equipment and advisers poured in and the Albanian

armed forces were remodeled in the Soviet image. 14/

As in Tu~oslavia and Albania, the Bulgarian Communist Party too

anjyed a degree of popularity, and unlike in Poland, Hungary, Rumania

and what became East Germany, there was no reason for concern about

nvtionalist, anti-Russian sentivrnts. Rather the opposite was true;

which is not to say that purges and more brutal means of eliminating

oyposition were not necessary before local communist control was con-

solidatti. 15/ This accomplished, though, Soviet military units were

withdrawn from Bulgaria in December 1947, 16,/ Moscow has had no reason

to regret this withdrawal, unlike that from Rumania in 1958. The

Bulgarian Communist Party remained the most loyal ruling communist party

in the world.

Korea

As long as the Great Patriotic War lasted in Europe, Stalin war

pleased to abide by the terms of the Soviet-Japanese Neutiality Pact

signed in Moscow on April 13, 1941. On April 4, 1945, with the end of

the war in Europe in clear sight, Stalin denounced the pact, xnd during

the next four months 39 Soviet divisions were redeployed to the Far Last,

doubling the Red Army's size in that theater to about 1.6 million xen.

On August 9, 1945, three days after Hirochima, but also three months to

the day after VE-Day as Stalin prmised at Yalta, a massive Soviet

'.offensive was mounted against Japanese forces in Manchuria and %orea. 17/

-_ Making the most of their careful preparations, overwhelming superiority

and the weakened state of the enemy, Soviet armed forces occupied in

I,
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approximately eleven days all of Manchuria, Korea south to the 38th

parallel, and the nouthern part of Sakhalin Island. 18/ Only in part

can this offensive be related to the objective of insuring thp defeat

of Japan, for it also afforded the USSR influence over the political

future of East Asia. Moscow used the opportunity to attemnpt the establish-

uent of communist regimes in Korea and China and to improve its long-term

security position.

Soviet troops occupied northern Korea in accordance with prior

Allied agreement. Unlike in China, however, where Moscow sought only to

strengthen the position of the local communists, Soviet military power

in Korea was utilized to guarantee the establishment of a full-fledged

communist regime under the leadership of Kim Il-sung. Like a number of

others who formed the leadership of what eventually became the Korean

Workers Pzrty, Kim hd earlier fought with the Red Army in Europe and

entered Korea in the uniform of a Sov:iet offi.cer. 19/

The full establisment of a communist regime in Korea was accomplished

in stages in a time context not tco dissimilar from the concurrent political

change being shepherded in its Eastern Europe. Notwithstanding the facade

of a coalition government by Korean nationalists and communists, real

power rea.ted with Soviet authorities who used the occupation to confirm

couatrol by Kim and his asocciates. in 1946 th& formiation of a new socio-

economic order got underway, and in 1947 a communist-dominated North Korean

,.eople's Assembly w&2 elected. A constitution was ratLfid in july 1948

and in September the formation of the Democratic People's Republic of

Korea was formally announced. With this final step accomplished Moscow

felt confident enough to terminAte the Red Army presence in North Korea.
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The withdrawal was completed in late 1948. 20/ Also by this time, the

Nationalists had been driven out of Manchuria, and Chiang Kai-shek's

forces had begun to crumble. Thus the regime created in Pyongyang

represented not a thin geostrategic extension of Soviet influence, but

a buffer to Chinese and Soviet security in Northeast Asia.

Withdrawals and Failures

Moscow also sought to use its military power in China and Iran after

the war to establish regimes sharing Marxist-Leninist ideals, supportive

of Soviet state interests, and amenable to Moscow's direction. As in

Germany and Korea, the Red Army occupied substantial portions of China

and Iran and supported local communist parties. In the end, though, the

Red Army withdrew from these countries without communist regimes able to

stand on their own having been established.

In Manchuria the Soviet military comm'and under Marshal R. Ta Malinovsky

began to support the communists almost immediately upon the termination of

hostilities, notwithstanding the Treaty of Friendship and Alliance Between

the Republic of China (the Nationalists) and the USSR signed on August 14,

1945. Within three months more than 200,000 Chinese comunist troops had

been infiltratea into the area. Of further importance was the handing over

of captured Japanese arm, .o these forces and their being allowed to recruit

among ex-Manchukuon army personnel and enlist as local police. Chinese

-Communist Party organizational efforts also were facili'iated.

On the other hand, uncertainty that the Chinese communists would

triumph led Moscow to allow Nationalist troops to be airlifted to Manchuria

in November 1945. At the same time an attempt was sade to wrest long-term

.----.. . ... . .
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economic concessions from the Chiang Kai-shek government; as in Germany,

a massive amount of industry in Manchuria was stripped. That the National-

ists were allowed to gain control over south-central Manchuria prior to the

Soviet withdrawal, finally achieved in April 1946, and the fact of the with-

drawal itself seems to have been linked tothe landing of more than 100,000

U.S. troops in northern China and Soviet concern that the United States

might become more directly involved in deciding the future of China than

it had been up until then. With the situation in China fluid and a

communist triumph uncertain, Moscow seems to have concluded that a favor-

able outcome was more likely in the absence of Soviet and U.S. forces (which

too were withdrawn) than otherwise.

Aside from the role Stalin imagined U.S. armed forces might otherwise

play, there was also to be considered the security of the Soviet naval base

at Port Arthur and speci&_ rights in Dairen, obtained formally in the Yalta

agreement and further sanctified in the aforementioned treaty with the

Nationalists. (A further Yalta and Chinese concession to the USSR was the

restoration of joint ownership of the Manchurian Railway.) In late 1945

and early 1946 U.S. aircraft flew quite near and in some instances over

these Soviet positions and in early March 1946, just prior to the Soviet

withdrawal, these positions were reinforced and overflying U.S. military

aircraft were fired upon. 21/

Further toward an explanation of the Soviet military withdrawal from

Manchuria iv the midst of ongoing conflict in China, Moscow's relationship

with the Maoist forces was aot especially close. For one thing, the Maoist

forces owed Moscow little in terms of past support, going back to the 1920s;

also, the ideological distance between the two was not small. Not
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surprisingly, the Soviets sought at various junctures to give advantage

( to the more loyal comxunist group led by Li Li-s-n. 22/ After the Soviet

withdzawal the Kremlin afforded Mao little militacy support during the

Chinese Civil War, going only so far as to occupy in 1947 Raiyang Island,

which the USSR may have wanted to hold onto itself, and to harass Chinese

nationalist aircraft at the very end of the war--after it was clear that

the United States would not militarily oppose a comunist triumph in China.23/

At almost precisely the same time that the 300,000 Soviet troops

occupying Manchuria were withdrawn in April 1946 Moscow recalled its force

of 60,000 troops emplaced in northern Iran. The Red Army entered Iran

originally in 1941 in joint agreement with Britain to safeguard the oil

fields and ensure the security of the couthern supply route to the USSR.

Moscow also used the opportunity to create the counist led Tudeh Party

and to establish, in December 1945, an Autonomous Republic of Azerbaijan

and a Kurdish People's Republic. Soviet intentions were thus blatant.

What was equally clear, Moscow did not intend to recall the Red Army in

accordance with the agreement made at Teheran in 1943 until these

structures were made firm. Indeed, in October 1945, fresh Soviet forces

were sent into Azerbaijan and in Novtber Iranian troops in Tabriz were

given the choice--really an jltimatum--of either soving south or Joiniig

a unv Azerbaijani army. When an Iranian relief force then moved toward

TatLri-', it was halted by Red Army units. 24/ That Stalin was vi'ling to

back off in Iran only a few months later seems to have been heavily

related to the sudden and strong interest taken by the United States in

- the Inte*im. As President Truman saw it, "the Soviet Union pe;:sisted in

(

i! ........................ ~
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its occupation until I personally saw to it that Stalin was informed

that I had giver, orders to our military chiefs to prepare for the movement

of our ground, sea and air forces. Stalin then did what I knew he would

do. He moved his troops out." 25/

Taker togethar, the decisions not to have Soviet troops stand fast

in either China or Iran appear to have been occasioned by (1) a concern

to limit the level of U.S. hostility to the USSR while Eastern Europe was

being secured; and (2) an unwillingness to risk Soviet prestige or security

in crises with the United States over these territories. In the wake of

the Red Army's departure from Azerbaijan, Iranian troops quickly terminated

communist control in the area and carried out a program of tough repression.

No doubt, Stalin understood this.

A third event in what in retrospect was a retrenchnent by Moscow of

its position in Asia while power was being consolidated in Eastern Europe

was the failure to take forceful action to obtain the cession of territory

from Turkey and joint control of the Dardanelles. On the basis of the 1939

Nazi-Soviet Pact, the allies' agreements it Yalta and Potsdam, the Soviet-.

Chinese treaty of 1945, and the postwar peace treaties, the USSR expanded

to include the Baltic atates, the eastern half of prewar Poland, chunks

of Finland, Rumania and Czechoslovakia, the southern half of Sakhalin

Island and Kurile islands, naval bases in Porkalla and Port Arthur, special

rights in Dairen and joint control of the Manchurian Railway. Considering

these concessions, the fact that Turkey was not supportive of Soviet

interests during the war, and the weakness of Britain and until then

disinterest by the United States, it is not surprimiug that in 1945

Moscow called upon Ankara to give up the provinces of Kars and Ardahan

- - *'t,'.;- ~ ~ - * -.
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and allow tite USSR a naval base in the area of the Straits. The two

provinces, moreover, had been part of Russia at one time in the past. 26.1

In support of these demands Moscow concentrated large numbers of

troops along with armor and aircraft on the Bulgarian &nd Iranian frontiers

with Turkey in early and mid-March 1946; at the same time Moscow was

announcing its retention of Soviet military units in Iran. 27/ Also as

in the case of Iran, though, Moscow backed off by April--on the 5th of

which the U.S.S. hissouri docked in the harbor of Istanbul in a symbolic

show of U.S. military power and interest in Turkey. 28/ Stalin clearly

was not interested in a serious crisis with the United States over the

Soviet position i Southwest Asia.

Preserving the Communist Communilty

Soviet leaders rave always picturtd the USSR as the first state and

beacon of the communist world. For their part, the other members of this

community have been pleased to make claim to Moscow's succor and to allow

the Krem lin to feel responsible for their security.

Until at least 1965, though , what Soviet loaders said about their

commitment to the security of other communist nations was not a good

means for predicting Kremlin bebavio . Between the end of the Second

World War and the aid-1950s Soviet leaders probably understated their

degree of commitment to Eastern Europe, while .n the next decade, into

the Vietnam War, Moscow's willingness to militarily support communist

regimes outside of Eastern Europe was overstated. Whatever the rhetoric,

though, the use of Soviet military uuits to support fraternal nations Las

alwa~ys been prudent where the risk of coaflict with the United States has

(
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existed. Rhetoric and military action have been in greater concordance

since 1965 when Khrushchev's succtsaors had to respond tothe Unitad States'

Initiation of the air war against North Vietnsm.

The Special Importance cf Eastern Europe

Between 1943 and 1948 Moscow signed treaties of friendship and mutual

aid with the various nar.ions of Eastern Europe. The Soviet security

commitments in these agreements, though, were directed at future aggress: on

by Germany %hich, In the Amiediate postwar context, was a divided and

occupied nation. 29/ Soviet statements after the Second World War avoided

military comitments to the new communist r*gimes in Eastern Europe.

Marshal Konew, fot exawple, related on Armed Forces Day 1951: "the Soviet

Armed Forces reliably protect the peace vhich has been won, the sacred

frontiers of our motherland, and the state interests of the USSR." 30/

The term "state Lriterests" might caution those who would upset arrangeruents

of concern to the Kremnlin; but this vagary did not postulate a commitment

C to anything in particular.

Stalin might 'have withdr.avn from all or some of the occupied Eastern

European nations if, for example, one year after the war the United States

had threatened to use nuclear weapons @Sainst the USSR. In light o! the

U.S. demobilization by then, no such demand would have been credible tn

the absence of a nuclear threat; nor would any Western conventional

military probe or other action toward t:.ts end have been successful.

Sev.et militcry power in Europe was probably adequ;te to the task of

conventional defense in 1945; it surely was in 1946.

Actually U.S. demobilization and domestic political circumstances made

it Impossible for the Truman administration to contemplate threntening war

. . ~ 4 4 . . . . . . o ... ~ o-
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against the USSIL ecept upon severe provocation bv Moscow in a region nnt

%.ynsidered a part of the Soviet sphert--for example, Western Europe or

perhaps the Middle East. Excepting the Berlin blockade, Stalin did not

offer such provocaticii and Soviet stateents of cotitzent to the nascent

communist egines in E.stern Europe were restrained. Meanwhile the Red

Army, by its size ani d-ployment in the region, was an effective guarantor

of Szviet hegemony in any circarastance other than the threat of nuclear

wat. Not sufficient by itself, rhetoric to this effect was not necessary.

Such stattment was afforded wi.h less risk upon Soviet acquisition of

atz -ntermadate and then intercontinental nuclear weapons delivery capnbility.

It was also more in ?.-eeping with the personality of ,Nikita Ktrushchev.

The comitmnent by the USSR expressed in the Treaty of Warsaw signed in

1955 vs not gratuitois, however, being motivated in large part by the

'United States' decision to rua.r West Germany. Moscow was not alone in

Its concern that a rearmed Federal Republic might in tine act aggressively

to) upse- the de facto postwar settlements in Central and Eastern Europe;

Europeans generally were anxious about this developmer.*.. Eastern Europeans

were appreciative of article four of the Treaty of Warsaw which daclared:

In the Qvent of &med attack in Eurcpe on
one or more of the parties to the Treaty
by any state or group of states, each of
the Parties to the Trea.y ..shall Imed.ately...
come to the assistance of the EaLe or Stats
attacked vth all such means as it deep's
necess&iry, including armuti force....

•The treaty and the organization it esttbl~shed served other Soviet

Interests: j1/

The Red Army's continued deployment in )Xa tern Europe was legitimized,

a matter of fedlate impcrtance Insofar as the basis for the presence of

(



Soviet military men in Rumania and Hungary was the USSR's occupation of

Austria. It was not coincidental that Moscow was willing to formally

conclude the Austrian State Treaty only on May 15, 1955, the day after

the Treaty of Warsaw was signed. The letter #lso reinforced the perception

of the USSR and nations of Eastern Furope as a bloc and provided an

institutional means for the USSR to transmit lints of policy to bloc

members. Of further value, the Warsaw Treaty Organization(WTO) sanctioned

the integration of its signatories' aroed fvrces under the unified command

of Soviet officers. Soviet military leaders have since worked hard to use

the WTO as an Instrument to dispose Eastern European mili.ta'y men favorably

to the USSR. 32/

Intervention in Eastern Europe

Of course, the purpose of Soviet military power in Easte.'n Europe goes

beyond interest in forward defense of the USSR and guaranteeing the

sovereignty of these nations, The West, for its part, hs never Seriously

probed the USSR's position in the region; the only manifest use of Soviet

military power in response to unprovoked Western military action during

the past third of a century has beer to attack and shect down single

NATO aircraft intruding into Eastern European airspace. Making the record

complete are those reports in 1951 of several dozen Soviet aircraft being

sent to Albania to help intercept planes carrying emigre guerrillas and

leaflets. 33/

The continued torward deployment of the Red Ary has also guaranteed

-,the existence of communist regimes in Eastern Europe Qnd their allegiance

to the UESR. Large-size Soviet armed forces have been called upon on a



number of or~casions to rtspond to undesirable polittcal dcvelop~ent.-. In

xhe region. The degree to which Moscow has been willing to go in using

wailit&:y power to suppress political change in Eastern Europe would appear

related to three concerns: 1) the continued &xisrence of a Marxist-Leninist

re-gine of unquestioned authority; 2) the danger of the disside.nt state

leaving the WTO, and of its joining the Western alliance-, and 3) the degree

of expected resistance to the use of Soviet armed forces. Mere disloyalty

by co~unist regimes In Eastern Europe has not been enough to bring about

violent Sov.,et military action. Thus the Rod Army forcefully intervened

in East Germany in 1953, in Hungary in 1956, and in Czechoslovakia in

1968. But M~oscow vent only 50 far as shows of fctce when it responded in

1.9, 1951 and, it would appear, again in 1974 to Yugoslovia's independent

course; in 1956 to the Poznan. demonstrations and Poland's "October," and

to the 1970 demonstrations in Poland; and in 1968 and 1971 to Rumaniia'%;

beterodoxy.

Insurrections in the Street

In late May 1953, three months after Stalin's death, the Esst German

goveriment raised production norms in a number of industries to improve

economic efficiency. East Berlin workers responded angrily and on Jut~e 16

staged large demonstrAtions. Quickly the fervor in the streets led to

verbal and physicmi Attackv, on comill tist off icials, the hauling dc-%'n of

the red flag from p;3blic- buildings, and a siege of the govermea. The

next day three Soviet slechani2ed diviisions sealed off the city, seized

key points within 1-t and sy~,ce:,itically onded the insurroction by force

of arms, killing or wounding perhaps a thousand people. 341 Similar

scones wer* repeated In Fegdeberg, Leipzig, Dretden sind other East German
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cities to whizh news of the East Berlin insur: ection had spread. We

may surmise that Walter Ulbricht's East German regime was as mortified

by these events as Moscow.

If a loyal communist regime was to continue to exist in East Germany,

the only answer was Soviet military power. Not until 1952 did the USSR

decide to create a real East German army out of the Garrisoned People's

Police, which in May 1953 numbered about 100,000. The transition to a

regular army had not been n.ampleted when the June riots erupted. More-

over, the performance of these unitc on the first day of the uprising was

mixed; they could not have been depended upon to suppress the rebellion. 35/

Finally, while Moscow pictured the Red Army in the GD". as a guest come to

protect East Germany against Western aggression, the USSR ond net the

Ulbricht regime held legal rights in Berlin which theoretically remained

under four power control. In the event of a sizable disturbance Ir. West

Berlin, although not in West German cities, the Western allies almost

certainly would have turned to their military power at hand to restore

order.

Moscow responded to popular demonstrationa in Poland in 1956 and in

1970 quice differently. In late June 1956, after a delegation from a

large Poznan engineering enterprise failed to obtain satisfactory coucessions

on wages and benefits frcm the goverment, the factory workers called a

strike and took to the streets where they were joined by large numbers of

other citizens. In short order the protest turned into soaething of an

-uprising against the regime. A prison was opened, the headquarters of

the security forces was attacked, dnd &long with slogans such as 'we want

bread' were heard chants of 'dorn with the Soviet occupation', 'down with

C.
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Communism' an 'down with dictatorship'. 36/ Warsaw and other Polish

cities remained quiet, however, and no sense of siege existed. The

Polish regime, led by Edw&rd Ochab and Josef Cyrankiewicz, responded by

having Poiish armored unite do what Coviet tanks and troops had done
! three ymars earlier in last Germany, though it meant killing or -iounding

several hundred Poles by the time the turmoil was quelled and the streets

were made clear. The effectiveness of Warsaw's response obviated any need

for Moscow to or, ,er Soviet military units to openly intervene. The only

role of the Red Army in these events was thus limited to patrolling the

rolis-East German border to apprehend demonstrators seeking escape

through the GDR to the West.

A decade and a half later a goverment economic decision was again

respousible for setting off violent unrest in Poland. Just before Christmas

the Gomulka regime mad(, known a broad range of 1970 price increases that

were expected to add 20 percent to the average family food bill as well

as major boosts to the costs of fuel and clothing. Notwithstanding the

announcement at the same time of pr:tlc reductions for household and other

consumer goods and a new bonus system, the next day--December 14, 1970--

rioting broke out in Gdansk and spread to nearby towns in the Baltic area.

The Communist party and other public buildings and a Soviet merchant ship

were set afire, polit 'cal au. hnrities were attacked, and barricades were

buit; und in other major F(oish c-Ities workers forced industrial slowdowns

and engaged in other forn of deonstration. 37/

Though umbarrassed and forced to retreat on its economic pronouncements,

the leadership in Uarsaw riesponded firmly to restore order. Two Polish

divisimns were deployed north and together wi.th large police formations

suppressed the distutbances forcefully, causing bfidreods of casualties.
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A Danish journalist sav the 'brutality at Itast as great as that used t.uy

the Nazi militia in Copenhagen during tbe war'. L8/ If M~oscow did not

like this citizen outburst, it tgain. had no cause to doubt Warsaw's

overall control and intent and competence to restore local authority.

As in 1956, Red Amuy units acted only to ceal off ?oland's western

border. As a matter of further precaution, it alsts Ippears that Soviet

military units in East Germany were moved north toward the Baltic area.

It is also possible that in response to the turmoil in P'oland in both

1956 and 1970 sizable Soviet military units elsewhere in Eastern Europe

or the USS5Z were placed on alert for possible deployment.

In each of these three ca,-es of popular outburst, the local

commnist regime perceived the situation at hand as a threat to

its authority and was willing to support or itself followei a course

of action satisfying Sov.iet interests. What brought about manifest

Soviet intervention in East Germany in 195r3 but not 4.n Poland ir Jtvre 1956

or 1970 was, most essentially, the GDR governmeat's inability to i-tself

rapidly restore control. In this circumstance, the massive and xready

Soviet military presence in East Germany, the importance of Germany

to the USSR and Soviet legal Jurisdiction in ;;'art Berlin ment an

extremely low threshold to interention.

Assertions of Independence

Quite diffpreyit circumstrnces were presented to the! Iremlin by

Yugoslavia in the late 1.940s, Poland and Hungary in the fall of 1956,

and in later years by Rumania, Czechoslovkia and. Yugoslavia #gain.

Thretts and military d&uonstrations were the Krins reactions to

those develop&--nts in Yugoslavia, Poland wad Rumwiia, while for

Htmgary and C?.echcoslovviia milita,.y suppressicn was the end res~'t.

Why this difference Ahen in each of these instances the USSRl was faced
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by a disobediet government? Perspectives of security and ideology

would havc provided as much justification for interventious to terminate

Yugoslavia's independent course, Poland's "October," or Rumaniats heterodoxy

as for those actions in Hungary and Czechoslovakia. What then explains

the USSR's dlffering behavior? Aside from idiosyncratic factors, the keys

again appear to be local regimc control over its populace and the course of

domestic events;the degree of regine adherence to Maixist-Leninist political

precepts and retention of formal alliance with the USSR; and %he capacity

and will of the regime tc resist Soviet intervention by force. Regarding

the last point Christopher Jones has argued the case in the following

terms:

An East European Communist who has obtainEd
control of his party and his country by taking a
stand as both a natioaalist and socialist can
deter a Soviet military intervention if he makes
three things clear to Moscow: (1) his at-wy and
people will go to war in defense of their national
sovereignty; (2) the party members who collaborate
with the Soviets will be charged with treason;
(3) the East European Communists under attack will
continue their resistance underground or in exile. 39/

Yuaoslavia: The One That Got Away

In June 1948, tfter exchanging harsh polemics for months, the

Soviet controlled Cz mmist Information Bureau (Cominform) fini!!y

expelled the "Tito clique" from the bloc and world commnist movement.

At the same time, 3ulgaria and Albania began to pro--oke border incidents

with Yugoslavia, apparently to intimidate bellpade and exhaust its

defense forces. Withstanding this pressure, Yugoslavia was subjected

in August-November 1949 to what seemed an ultimatum signed by V. Molotov

S!
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and the presence on its borders of up to nine Soviet divisions. These

forces were supplemented by Rumanian and Bulgarian (and perhaps Hungarian)

military formations. 40/

Yugoslavia's original sin lay in its unwillingness to accept

Soviet dictation of its iomestic affairs and i.:tra-bloc behavior. What

appears to have prompted Moscow's show of force in 1949 was Belgrade's

request for a U.S. Export-Imoort Bank credit. President Truman acceded

to this request in August and in September a loan of $20 million

was annoumced. Further loans were arr-Lged in October from the

International Monetary Fund ed the World Bank (Intern.'tional Bank

for Reconstruction and Development).

Nevertheless, Stalin could have had little doubt that Tito

was a committed communist or that he and his colleagues intended to

maintain a "dictatorship of the Iro!stariat.' Indeed, Yugoslavia

hadin Zbigniew Brzezinski.'s words, "the most orthdoox, the Rost

Stalinist, the most Soviet type of regime in East Europe." 41/

Tito persecuted non-Communists as well as Cominform commtrists.

Previously Belgrade bad been at the forefront within the bloc

denouncing imperialism and taking hostile initiatives even agairst

the United States--as whe, it shot i.t and forced down two U.S.

aircraft, threatened to seize Trieste by force, and held trials

in which those in the dock were smccused of being imperialist

agents. Moscow could also mderstad that it hvd drive'

Yugoslavia into economic relations with the West.

The Yugoslav !:orrades, though, unlike other or todox cor.mumists

in Sastern Europe, were home grown mad bad good rapport with the p- pulace.



3-25

As a result of his wartime leadership, Tito himself was an immensely

popular figu-;e. Re also appeared t'o have the means and intent to resist

Soviet intervention, first by organized combat in the field and thereafter

by guerrilla warfare, such as the German army was subjected to during World

War 11. Stalin was not willing to incur the cost of major fighting and

casualties, the prospect of serious long-term resistance, and the risk of

the United States airlifting military aid to Yugoslavs. The West had just

recently defeated the Berlin blockade and in April 1949 the North Atlantic

Treaty had been signed. As U.S. diplomats reported, Stalin was prepared

only for a "war of nerves." 42/

A new threat appeared directed at Yugoslavia in September 1951 when

Soviet bombers painte6. with Yugoslav markings massed i~ear its borders. 43/

This 2ction was probably in responr'e to recent high level visits exchanged

by Washington and Belgrade-including the Yugoslav cbief-of---taff and U.S. Mutual

Security administrator Averell Harriman-and the beginn.ng of U.S. military

assistance to Yugoslavia. Insofar as the Red Army waa net at this time

concentrated on Yugoslavia's borders, no Soviet threa;: to actually invade

vas detectable.

It is of further interest that a quarter of a century' and several

cycles of Soviet-Yugoslav relations later, large-scale Soviet and Hungarian

troop movements were reported close to Yugoslavia's border with Hungary in

September 1974, apparently as a cauion to Pelgrade which then had on

trial a group of alleged "Cominforziats" (pro-Soviet communists). ±4/

Tito could infer from this circumstance a warning by the Kremlin that

an anti-Soviet campaign in Yugosltvia would lead to dangerous tension

between the two nations. something highly undesirable to the aged marshal
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who had to contemplate what circumstances might lower the likelihood to

Soviet intervention following his death. Belgrade thereafter sought to

smooth out its relations with Moscow and its Eastern European neighbors

and to dispel the image of confrontation that had developed. 45/

Poland's "October" and the Hungarian Revolution

As the road to and from Germany, and as its immediate neighbor

to the west, important political developments in Poland have always

been of great significance to the USSR. So the Kremlin was horrified

in October 1956 on learning that it was the intent of a majority of

the Polish commuist party (Polish United Workers Party) politburo

to politically resurrect Wladyslaw Gomulka and oust the Stalinist

hard-line and pro-Soviet minority members--the so-called Natolinist

faction, including Polish defense minister and military commander

Konstantin Rokossovsky, a Soviet marshal of Polish ancestry.

Gomulka, who had been a victim of Stalin's purges in the late 1940s

and who had languished in prison as a result of his championing

national commnism in the late 1940s was to be elected to the Polish

Politburo and First Secretary of the Party. 46/

To Warsaw to head off this prospect flew a Soviet delegation

that included Soviet Politburo members Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Iolotov

and Kaganovich, the commander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pact and some

ten other Soviet generals. 47/ While the Kremlin leaders raged at

their Polish coumterparts, ominous So-iet military movements were

also underway. Beginning in early October the number of Soviet

divisions in Poland was increased from three to seven, three of these

additional uniLs entering from East Germany and the fourth from the USSR.

!Q
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Those Soviet divisions normally stationed in western Poland meanwhile

moved east, toward Warsaw, and stopped only when they were less thaan

100 miles from the capital. Soviet warships appeared in the Gulf of

Gdansk. Needless to say, Soviet forces within Poland could have been

further reinforced; it would be incredible to think Soviet units in

the western USSR were not then on a high state of alert.

Like the Yugoslavs, the Poles did not behave like lcembs, however.

The 50,000 man Polish internal security force was mobilized, factor),

workers were armed, and Gomulka appeared ready to make a dramatic -radio

speech calling upon the Polish people to resist Soviet interveiftion

as strongly as possible. The Polish armed forces, notwithstanding.

its Soviet and pro-Soviet commanders, also could not be counted upon

by Moscow, and might well have turned on the Russian forces if they

had been called upon by Gomulka to do so; Polish air force units

provided Warsaw regular reconaissance data on the movwments of Soviet

troops. The determination of Gomulka and his supporters was perhaps

evidenced most strongly when Polish troops standing before a Soviet tank

column 25 miles from Warsw stopped their advance.

Gomulka, though, also offered the Kremlin delegation important

assurances: The complete authority of the Party was going to be

maintained; movement toward liberalization was not going to be allowed

to proceed; and anti-Soviet sentimnts were not going to be tolerated.

Warsaw did not differ with the USSR on important elements of security

or foreign policy; the Poles wanted only greater control over their

domestic affairs. In short,Gomulka presented the Jaage, kot of an

I , ° ~.................. ....... ... ...~- .... o...oo. ........ -



3-27

Those Soviet divisions normally stationed in western Poland eanwhile

moved east, toward Warsaw, and stopped only when they were less than

100 miles from the capital. Soviet warships appeared in the Gulf of

Gdansk. Needless to say, Soviet forces within Poland could have been

further reinforced; it would be incredible to think Soviet units in

the western USSR were not then on a high state of alert.

Like the Yugoslavs, the Poles did not behave like lambs, however.

The 50,000 man Polish internal security force v-qs mobilized, factory

workers were armed, and Gomulka appeared ready to make a dramatic radio

speech calling upon the Polish people to resist Soviet intervention

as strongly as possible. The Polish armed forces, notwithstmding

its Soviet and pro-Soviet comnanders, also could not be coimted upon

by Moscow, and might well have turned on the Russian forces if they

had been called upon by Gomulka to do so; Polish air force units

provided Warsaw regular reconaissance data on the movements of Soviet

troop:. The determination of Gomulka and his supporters was pexhaps

evidenced most strongly when Polish troops standing before a Soviet tank

column 25 miles from Warsaw stopped their advance.

Gomulka, though, also offered the Kremlin delegation important

assurances: The complete authority of the Party was going to be

maintained; movement toward liberalization was not going to be allowed

to proceed; and anti-Soviet sentiments were not going to be tolerated.

Warsaw did not differ with the USSR on important elements of security

or foreign policy; the Poles wanted only greater control over their

domestic affairs. In short,Gomulka presented the image, not of ank
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anti-Soviet demcrat or liberal comm:wtist, but of a tough Marxist-

Leninist who promised continued strong Polish-Soviet ties on a fiTWr

foudi-.tion. Although probably unconvinced, the Soviet l4ers left

Warsaw willing to give Gomulka tine to prove hiitself. They were not

disappointed, particularly insofar as they might have reflected further

on the prospect of intervening Suviet fo:ces neetng fierce rtsistance

and incurri.ng the long-term hatred of the Polish people.

Only thiee days after the Khrushchev-Govulka standoff in Warsaw

and idlitary confrontation near the capital, the Kremlin faced a

political explosion in Humgary. Prompted by events in Polaad, ut

related more funfmentaily to the process of de-Stalinization within

Htmgary that had occurred pr viously, 4 very poor economy, and

in the end to the dspised pro-Soviet government of Erno Gero's

political irrezoluion in dealing with demands by workers, intellectuals

and students, the people of Budapest took to the streets on October

23. By day's end the great statue of Stalin had been toppled, a number

of demonstrators had been shot, the people were obtaining arms,and

Hungarian troops, sent to quell the disturbance, had joined the

demonstrators. With the situation out of control and the .rebellion

spreading, three Soviet armored divisions were called upon to restore

order. On October 20-22 and, it would seea, related to earlier studant

activism in Budapst, floating bridget had been aisembled on the Soviet-

Hurgariart frontiers, Soviet officers on leeve in Rumania had been

recalled, and Soviet forces in western Hungary had begun tc move toward

the capital. 48/
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Un~willing to engage in full-scale combat,bowever, the Kremlin

witnessed a standoff in the Hungarian streets, as the dissidents

attacked Soviet tanks with Jtklotov cor.ktails and responded to Soviet

fire by erecting barricades and otherwise entrenching themselves.

After several days of strtet fighting Moscow allowed Gero to be

geplaced e~s Party first Secretary by Janos Kadar and permitted Imre

Nagy' to fori. a new gove-tnuent. Like Gomulka in Poland, Nagy had been

& Stalin-era purge victim and had substantial public support. Tw'o

days later, with a seinhlancE- PC conti restored, Soviet forces

begat to withdrai. from the capital.

As in O~e case of Poland, this retrenchmecnt seems best explained

as a &-cision by the Kremlin to stand back and tait and see--that is,

to give the ,kCw leadership in Hungary a chance to show that it could

restore Marxist-Leniiist order befoxe taking the consequenti&'l ster.

of imposing a definitive milita-y s~lution. Despite the analogy, Nagy,

who quickly tppeazed the dominant figure, was not a Hungarian Gomul.ka,

and the street situation in Hungary was radically different from in

Poland. Worker, piovincial. and military councils became the order of

the day, the workers mid students did not give up their arms, the

security police were subjected to violent popular repression, und

demands rose for a poroclamation of neutrality and the withdrawal of

all Soviet troops from Htangary. Unable to control these further

developments and being himselF sympathetic to them, Nagy responded by

ab~olishing the one-party state and, after new movements by Soviet troops

were re-orted, announced Hunary's wi thdrawal from the Warsaw Pact.
~.P
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These developr.nts Moscow could .ot accept; its answer was the Red

Army.

Within days 200,000 Soviet troops and 2,000-2,500 tanks were

enggfA. in suppressing the movement toward independence in Hungary,

those units already in the country being reinforced by di-isions drawn

from the USSR, Rt'n.a and Poland. Soviet air strikes supported

these ground forces which, ofter sealing Humgary off from the West

and Budapest within it, used whatever violence was necessary to

destroy its opposition. At least several thousand Hunarians were

killed and many thousands mDre were wounded do r'ng the fighting which,

beginning on November 4, lasted a full week. Terror, to strike

fear ir.tc C ,e populace, was also practiced.

--hile facing this crisis, Mbscow was also concerned that the

combination of Pclands "t00'obe-r" and the uprising in Hfigary might

spread to other Eastern uropean nations. Hence as a precautionary

move, Soviet armo2ed units were deployed to Iulgaria, from which the

Red Army had withdrawn in 1948; additional forces were deployed to East

,Aeruwny; replacement divisions for those sent to Hungary rumbled into

Ruman.a; and 20-40 divisions massed close to crussing points on the

Soviet-Polish border. 49/

R ue'ss and the Rumanian Coda

Unlike limgary in 1956, the threat presented to the USSR by

CMechos; vakia in 1968 evolved over many months. The D bcek jovernment,

wzeovei, rt-taired nuch greater control over developments than did lure
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Nagy; nor were street demonstrations or any other form of popular

insurrection a part of this picture. The slow evolution of events

in Prague, the lack of popular violence, and absence of anti-Soviet

sentients expressed oy the Czech government explains the equally

gradual snd hesit.vt bu,.Idup of the Kremlin's will to intervene

forcefully and, along that road, the demonstrative use of Soviet

militanz• power in the months preceding the August invasion.

I, Jwiua7y 1968 the pro-Soviet and Stalinist Antonin Novotny

was replzced in h~s position as First Secretary of the Czech

comanist party by Alexander Dmbcek. Two months later the emergence

oi a free press was apparent. Then in April, Prague issued the "Action

Program," a document that allowed a role to other political pariies,

the rehabilitation of the victims of talinism, and a general regime

humaniL;tiop. Talk of Prague seeking a major loan from West Germany

was a further sign of umraveling. The last was particularly threatening

to the East German government; both the Go ulka regime in Poland and

East Berlin were snxious that the liberalization in Czechoslovakia would

be seen by their own citizens as an example to be folluwed. 50/

The Kremlin was willing to abandon Novotny and to countenance

some degree of party reform in Czechoslovakia, but the free rein that

the end of censorship allowed was profoumdly upsetting as was the

mo-mment toward a multi-party state. Moscow wanted the Czech

Lcadership to rieturn to prior censorship, which was formally abandoned

in June, to prohibit the expression of anti-Soviet sentiments, sni .s

strictly control the activitieg of the liberal radicals who were pushing

.4 (
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for further reforms. No less upsetting were periodic calle in the media

for a Crechoslovakian position of neutrality in inter-ational affairs.

Perhaps most angerIng of all to the USSR was the August 10 publication

in Rude Pravo of draft party statutes ending dmocratic centralism within

the Czech communist party, while scheduled for September 9 in CicA-oslovakis

was the Fourteenth Extraordinary Party Congress during which pro-Soviet

Central Committe members wete expected to be ousted and replaced by

Dubcek followers who would then velidate the political change that had

taken place. 'The Warsaw Pact uust react before thtis Party Congress can

take pltce,' said Gomulka. 51/

With democratic factionalism and m unrestrained press in Prague

in the offing, the Kremlin had good reason tc believe vbat ..s

influence, let alone control, over evers im C:echoslovakia had eroded

drastically and was about to be terainwted. Another Yugoslavia or

Rumania might have remained tolerable; a Gomulkaist Ciechoslovakia

almost certainly would have bee-,. But Zhe Czech situz:ion in August

1968 resembled Hungary in 1956, minus cmly the street chaos after.

Ire Nag1 had become premie-. Narxis-.-Le.ninist party principles were

being abandoned and it was -etsonabie to conjecture that, if allowed

to, eventually Czechoslovakia would be coopted to the West. For a.1

this political danger, Prague did not threaten to forcefully resist

military intermention by the tSSR iad other Karsaw Treaty w.ebers;

nor could any preparations or other indicators of thi.' intent be

-.iA-cerned. Thus it was reasonable foz the Kremlin to conclude that

those grave political dange.rs it perceived could be aborted it short

order without major violence. The only real danger was the impact of

1*
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this action upon the USSR's international imaae and other relationships.

This was not inhibiting enough.

On August 20 Soviet and .llied armed forces that were to total an

estisate6 400,000 men (29 divisions) began crossing Czechoslovakias

frontiers, supported by a S6viet tactical air-army L, d transport

aircraft that brought sn airborne division into the :ountry on the

night of the invasion. The Soviet divisions weie Pbout equally

drawn from the USSR and elsewhere in Easte-n Europe--no Soviet

-Forces were permanently garrisoned in Czechoslovakia before the

intervention. Poland and East Germany each prr.vided no less than

two divisions; less than division-5ize umits were sent by Hunfary

and Bulgaria. 52/ Althoi.gh it was prepared for n:': ous contingencies,

this invasion force aet no conveational o- guerrilla resistance and

secured its military objectives in short order. The USSR and its

allies built up toward this intervention for many months, however,

;ot only in their increased frustration and verbal diplomacy, but also

in their use of military power.

In March, just after liberalism had begun to flower in Prague,

Soviet and East German troops exercised on short notice near the GDR-

Czech border while Dubcck was being t&' tt the Dresden meeting of

Warsaw Pact leaders then taking place that things were going too far

in Czechoslovakia. 53/ After the Action Program was published, Red

Army urnits in East Germany and Poland were reported wving toward

Czechoslovakia. 54! And, at the end of May, while the Czech central

committee was discussing further reforms, Warsaw Treaty staff exercises

were held in Czechoslovakia. In preparation for full field exercises,

1( $0
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Soviet, Polish and East German units began entering Czechoslovakia in

early June. Tn the midst of the exercises, which began on June 20, Czech

newspapers printed the Two Thousand Words manifesto. lavs ed over the

naes of a number of" prominent signatories, this document called

for a faster-paced democratization and resistance to Soviet pressure.

Although the field exercises in Czechoslovakia ended on July

2, it was not until early August that the participating Soviet

units were completely withdrawn. On top of this pressure, Moszow

orchestrated beginni-ag in the latter part of July Exercise NIEMEN.

Billed as the "largest logistical exercises" in Soviet history,

these joint air and ground maneuvers by Soviet, East German, Polish

and Hungarian forces spanned these four nations' borders with

Czechoslovakia. 55/ Among this exercise's special touches were simulated

nuclear operations and the Kremlin's calling up oi reservists. Also

in July, Soviet navy head Admiral S.G. Gorshkov commanded joint

naval operations, including Polish and East German vessels, in

northern European seas and the North Atlantic. This exercise, cole-

named SEVER, has been seen as "a part of a larger Soviet effort to

deter Western intervention (or counterintervention) in Czechoslovakia...

one part of a widespread and unusually blat.int influence attempt." 56/

Finally, immediately following the NIEMEN exercise which ended on

August 10, new maneuvers were begun in the USSR, Polvid and GDR, and

several days later in Hungary. These proved to be the countdown and

cover for the invasion.

S-
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As soon as Ctechoslovakia wa- secured the Kremlin took the

further step of imparting a serious warning to Rumania to watch its

behavior. Bucharest had entered upon in independent course a half

decade earlier and had caused Moscow geat chagrin by its diplomacy

in the Sino-Seviet dispute, the Arab-Israeli conflict and ot.,er

matters, including those earlier developments in Czechoslovakia.

Prior to the invasion, R.manian party leader Ceaisescu had been

warmly received in Prague and the Rmanian exampie had lent the

Czechs strong 'oral support. Bucharest also had refused tc take

part in auy of the exercises nentioned above or the invasion.

The Rumanians thus may not have been tou surprised in the last

days of August when Soviet forces in Bessaraibia were reinforced and

a military buildup in Bulgaria was reported. Why was Rumania spared

from invasion, though, it may be O.i..? One pert of the answer, I believe,

has been summed up best by Philip Windsor, as follows:

Rumania had never challen&ed tae "leading role of
the Party;" on the contrary, it ceaselessly reaffirmed
it. Rumania did not threaten, as Czechoslovakia had

threatened, to make nonsense of the principles by which
political life in the USSR and the states of Eastern
Europe was conducted, by showing that socialism could
be achieved wlhout the totalitarian apparatus of state
and party control. On the contrary, it ceaselessly
reaffirmed the necessity for sruch control. Even farther,

j the original Rumanian quarrel with the USSR dated from
the Soviet ceciaion to de-Stalinize. . . the Kumanian
challenge was based on an uitrTamcntanism wore papist

than the Pope. 57/

SuchArevt also amde it known that it woald figrt if Wa.Saw

Treaty forees entered the coumtry. A week before the Czech invasion.

Ceausescu related that Rumania was stren-thening its ilitary capability,

( and on the day of the invasion Rumanian armed forces adister Colonel-
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General Ion lonita ordered his forces to be ready to defend the nation

'at a noment's notice 58/ In sum, Rumania's independent course

presented the Kremlin and its Eastern Eurorean allies with a fundamentally

different and less serious political Vareat than did Czechoslc,, Pak

while, ,mlike Prr.gue, Bucharest coi,.,,!d with this the threar of

:resistance to intervention.

Of further significance to the Kremlin were the ramifications

of intervention in Rumania. Only doubtfully would Yugoslavia

ave lent Bucharest practical support in the face of aggression;

it is also difficult to believe the Ikited States would have

done much. Nevertheless, Soviet intervention against a resistant

Rumania would have ignited a much more serious international crisis

than did the occupation of Czechoslovakia, one which Mosccw could

not be as certain about controlling. In a speech on August 30,

President Johnson, after suggesting that the intervention in

Czechoslovakia ight be repeated elsewhere in the days ahead in

Eastern Europe, warned in words borrowed from Shakespeare's

Julius Caesar: "Let no-one unleash the dogs of war." 9/ This

dimension of uncertainty and risk may have further reinforced Soviet

hesitancy about suppressing Bucharest's insolence and independence,

to the extent such action was given serious consideration.

The Kremlin again used military power to caution Rumania in

1971. What particularly upset Moscow then were new initintives by

Ducharest in its ,elations with China and the perception of Rumania's

entering into an ii .eoiwl Balkan federation hostile to the USSR. It

. .......... ............. -....-.- "-.'-- --.-.. .....
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was disclosed in April that Rumanian diplomacy had been dLrected at

promoting improved relations between the United States and China,

Bucharest had also recently improved its relations with Albania giving

rise to speculation about a Belgrade-Bucharest-Tirana axis. Thus in

early June, while Rumanian party leader Ceausescu was visiting China,

the USSR mounted t major military exer-ise near Rumania's borders.

For twElve days ten Soviet divisions (including one airborne division)

and the Black Sea Fleet carried out maneuvers ,hich could not but cause

anxiety in Rumania, as did a request to allow three Soviet divisions to

transit Rumania to Bulgaria to conduct maneuvers there. Then in August

Soviet, Hungarian and Czechozlovak troops condkted exercises in Hungary

near the Rumanian border. These quite abnor-a1 iianeuveis coincided with

a Warsaw Pact conference in the Crimea from which Rumania was excluded,

an action unprecedented since the Bratislava meeting in 1963 prior to

the occupation of Czechoslovekia. The Crimean conference communique

condemned "right-wing and left-wing opportunism"--read Rumania and

Yugoslavia on the one hand and China on the other. 60/

Afterwards the Soviet, Polish, Czechoslovak and Hungarian media

launched a major campaign against Rumania, which unlike Yugoslavia and

Albania, had not been written off by the Kremlin. Moscow was made more

anxious by reports in mid-August of a visit in the fall by Chinese Prenier

Chou En-lii to Rumania as well as to Yugoslavia and Albania. In Lhe end,

though, the Kremlin absorbed Bucharest's further quest for independence,

mollified perhaps by Chou En-lai's not visiting the Balkans after all and

by President Tito'u arguments when Soviet Party Chairmap Brezhnev

I
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visited Yugoslavia with a reported month's notice in September.

Soviet maneuvers scheduled to be held in Bulgaria, the first in five

years, were cancelled at this time, a move which seemed to signal an

end to the tension that had been building up.

The Brezhnev Doctrine

The treaties signed In the 1940s with the USSR by Eastern European

nations did not sanction Soviet intervention Into their domestic affairs

or other intrusion upon their sovereignty. Rather these treaties

stressed national independence and the equality of the parties. 61/

The Brezhnev Doctrine was an attempt to legitimize Soviet military

intervention in Czechoslovakia as well as elsewhere in Eastern Europe

as might occur in the future. Making particular reference to the in-

vasion of Czechoslovakia, but having a general applicability, "Sov-

ereignty and the International Duties of Socialist Countries," printed

in Pravda on September 26, 1968, contained the following passage:

The weakening o.' any of the links in the
world socialist system directly affects all the
socialist countries, which cannot look on
Indifferently when this happens. Thus, with
talk about the right of nations to self-deter-
mination the anti-socialist elements in
Czecboslovakia actually covered up a demand
for so-called neutrality and Czechoslovakia's
withdrawal from the socialist community.
However, the implementation of "self-determina-
tion" of that kind or, in other words, the
detaching of Czechoslovakia from the socialist
community would have come Into conflict with
Czechoslovakia's vital interests and would
have been detrimental to the other socialist
states. Such "self-determination," as a re-
suit of which NATO troops would have been
able to come up to the Soviet borders,

. .. ... .-. . - C-. - I 
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while the community of European socialist
countries would have been rent, would have
mcroached, in actual fact, upon the vital
Interests of the peoples of these countries
and would be In fundamental conflict with
the right of these peoples to socialist
self-determination. 62/

The following week Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko told

the U.N. General Assembly:

The countries of the socialist commonwealth
have their own vital interests, their own
obligations, including those of safeguarding
their mutual security and their own socialist
principles of mutual relations based on fra-
ternal assistance, solidarity and international-
ism. 63/

Finally, Party Chairman Brezhnev tolV the Fifth Polish Party

Congress on November 12, 1968:

..when internal and external forces, hostile
to socialism, seek to reverse the develop-
ment of any socialist country whatsoever
in the direction of the restoration of the
capitalist order, when a threat to the cause
of socialism arises in that country, a threat
to the security of the socialist commonwealth
as a whole-this already becomes not only a
problem of the people of the country concerned,
but also a comaor problem and the concern of
all socialist c'untries. 64/

That the Soviet military command also perceived intervention

into the domestic affairs of Eastern European nations as an institu-

tional mission was made clear by Soviet Politburo member and Defense

Minister Marshal A.A. Grechko. "Soviet Armed Forces," he affirmed

In a 1971 treatise:

keep vigilant watch over the aggressive

larigues of the imperialists, and are ready
at any moment with all their might to cone
to the defense of the socialist victories

( ..
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of the allied states. Giving international
aid to Czechoslovakia...was a clear manifes-
tation of the fraternal unity of the socialist
nations and their armies. 65/

In Czechoslovakia this "watch" was confirmed by the establish-

sent of a Soviet Central Group of Forces of five divisions--as in

aungary after 1956, when the Soviet garrison there was increased

from two to five divisions. 66/

Supporting Fraternal Allies

Moscow has not afforded direct military support to communIst

movements seeking power in the third world. Since the 1948 coup in

Czechoslovakia six nations have obtained communist regimes: China

(1949), North Vietnam (1954), Cuba (1961), and South Vietnam,

Cambodia and Laos (all in 1975). The support given the Chinese

communists in the 1940s has already been described. Soviet military

personnel did not aid the Viet Minh against the French or the seizure

of power by Fidel Castro, who did not .ec.lare himself or be3in to

adhere to Marxist-Leninist precepts until after he was in office.

Nor was such help given to North Vietnam, the Khymer Rouge (Cambodia)

or the Pathet Lao (Laos) in support of their actions in the former

SEATO protocol states.

The closest Moscow has come toward providing direct military

support to a communist movement in the third world occurred in the

early 1960s when supplies were air transported to the Pathet Lao and

their North Vietnamese mentors in Laos. This aid was first given to

tVe noncommunist Kong Le-Souvanna Pho&a government in Laos, however.

The similar help gliven the Pathet Lao-North Vietnamese forces in Laos

i
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took place after that government was driven out of Vientiane by the U,.S.

supported forces of General Phoumi Nosavan. Motivated by a continuing

concern to counter Chinese Influence and interest in weakening the U.S.

porture in Southeast Asia, Soviet policy was then directed at the

restoration of a neutralist government In Laos rather than the

establishment of a conn.iist regime. 67/

The essential task of discrete Soviet political-military operations

in Eastern Europe, it was observed, has been to contain and suppress

systemic political change and alternative policy courses sought from

within by the governments and peoples of these nations. Beyond probes

by individual Western military aircraft from time to time, the West has

not directed specific military threats at Soviet allies i, Eastern

Europe. The closest things to exceptions ocurred in 1946 when the

United States responded to Yugoslavia's shooting at and otherwise forcing

down a number of Western aircraft and to incidents over the sovereignty

of Venezia Giulia and Triesto by deploying a number of B-29 nuclear

bombers to Europe, where they flew along the border of Soviet-occupied

territory. Yugoslavia was then considered to be under Stalin's thumb. 68/

Serious external threats were presented in later years to fraternal

Soviet allies outside Eastern Europe, however. North Korea, China, Cuba

and North Vietnam were at one time or another all subjected to the threat

or reality of attack by U.S. armed forces. In the face of continuing

and specific danger to these allies the USSR provided them large volumes

of armaments, economic assistance and technical support; but Soviet armed

forces units were used only In very limited wrys and then with extreme

caution.

oo . ..t. . ..
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In the Korean Wr, the Qq emoy and Cuban missile crises, and the

Vietnam War, I.oscow was more concerned to avoiu1 conflict with the United

States than it was to protect the sovereignty and secuzity of these

aliies. Although the latter may not have expected the USSR to go to

war on their behalf, they did seem to expect the Kremlin to do mar2 than

it was willing to do, particularly during the Khrushchev era in light of

Soviet rhetoric in this period. These allieg of Moscow may have even

felt something of a right to powetful Soviet political-military

demonstrations to caution the United States against directing military

action at them.

The Korean War

When the Red Army departed North Korea in the fall of 1948 it left

behind. in the words of a U.S. National Security Cotmucil memorandum, "a

well organized 'People's Army', officered in part by Soviet citizen

Koreans who formerly served in th2 Red Army, and advised by Red Army

personnel attached to the Soviet 'Embassy' 4n north Korea." 69/

Thereafter the USSR provided Pyongyang a large volume of armaments and

advisory assistance and at some point in 1949-50, Khrushchev has implied,

Soviet combat air units were redeployed to North Korea. 70/

But while Stalin allowed Kim Il-smg the maems for war against the

south, shorly before this cnterprise was launched the USSR withdrewa all

of its "advisors who ware with the North Korean divisions and ragEments,

as well as the advisors who were serving as ronsultants and helping to

build up the army." 71/ Khrushchev tells us that when he questioned this

actlon, Stalin "snapped back at me. 'It's too dangerous to sAcp our
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advisers there. They might be taken prisoner. We dor't want there to

be evidence for accusing us of taking part in this business'." 72/

Assuming the veracity of Xhrushmhev's report, it is nevertheless

difficult to determine whether those Soviet pilots and aircraft, forvard

deployed to North Korea earlier, were also withdrawn prior to the

Invasion or were pulled back shortly after the conflict began; they were

gone by the time the U.S.-led United Nations forces entzred North Korea

after the successful landing at Incaon. It also seems certain that

Soviet pilots never flew over territory not held by North Korean ground

forces; no Russian airmen were ever shot down over U.N. held territory.

Of further importance: Soviet ships and submarines never interfered with

U.S. naval operations In the Sea of Japan or Yellow Sea; Moscow failed

to respond militarily to the accidental bombhig by U.S. aircraft of a

Soviet airfield near Vladivostok in October 1950; and United Nations

forces were allowed to completely overrun North Korea in the fall of

that year. 73/ The weight of indication supports strongly a view of the

USSR as being extremely anxious to avoid provoking a U.S. attack on the

Soviet Far East enJI I .hxt Soviet ailitary Intervention in

North Korea would lead to a nev world war.

If Soviet airuen were in North Korea when Kim launched his attack,

this could be viewed as an mportant sign to Pyongyang of Moscow's

comitzent to at least the defense of North Korea, even if it might not

be a deterrent to the United States Insofar £s this presence was so

tightly maskeed. By contrast, the U.S. Air Force aid report Soviet

aircraft as being present in the area of Shanghai at this time, presumably

*o I4-
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to deter and defend against bombing by ChLnese nationalist Lircraft

coming from Taiwan. 71/ If a Soviet air presence in North Krzea did

exist end had not been masked, it would have risked causing the United

States to reconsider the exclusion of South Korea from the announced

U.S. "defense perimeter ." Presumably, Stalin expected North Korea to

triumph in a conflict with the so,,th and believed, on the basis of

previous U.S. public statements and other behavior, that in the absence

of known Soviet intervention the United States would stand aside fro--

this fratricide. Another hypothesis worth mentioning, though, Pyongyang

may have oegun these hostilities one or even two months earlicr than had

been previously planned and, thus, before an also previously scheduled

withdrawal of Soviet air units. 75/

Chinese, not Soviet, ground forces entered the war after U.F forces

routed the North Koreans and gained control of the entire rnrep- ?P!nsu0z.

Only after the U.N. forces were pushed back and a new front was formed did

Soviet air units reenter the picture. Sometime in 1951, it would seem,

the USSR deployed approximately two air regiments to North Korea, rotating

these squadrons frequently thereafter. Again, though, it is impossible to

say much about their activities. oscow never advertised this presence

and no Soviet pilots were ever brought down over U.N.-held territory.

While perhaps as many as 1000-1500 Soviet pilots were rotated through

these umits, it appears that, at most, their role was to fly defensive

actions. Soviet ground forces also were depliyed after the froat was

stabilized and U.S. objectives were annoticed to be limited. In late 1951

U.S. intelligonce sources placed the total number of Soviet military men ft

Ateliec 4ore pae
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up to about 25,000, including a 5,000 man artillery division and 7,500

antiaircraft artillery personnel. 76/

Out of consideration of Soviet security interests, Staliu was probably

willing to take military action n the event of a Western attempt to vrest

control of northeast China. It may not have been coincidental that a

Soviet aircraft fired on a U.N. fighter patrol in September 1950 just after

an airfield in Manchuria was strafed. Prior to China's entering the war

U.S. intelligence assessments noted the presence in Manchuria of "Soviet-

type jet aircraft" and fifteen Red Army divisions (including or excluding-

the presentation is unclear-46,000 Mongolian Army troops and 40,000 Soviet

artillerymen in Chinese military attire.) At a later date Soviet air units

in lanchuria engaged U.S. aircraft in defensive operations on a number of

occasions, and in one instance unmarked Soviet aircraft operating out of

the USSR clashed with U.S. navy aircraft. Soviet sources have spoken of

the transfer of "several St,.. eir A isions to Chtnn's Northeastern

previnces" and claimed that "in the ensuing air battles Soviet flyers shot

down scores of U.S. aircraft." 77/

All things considere-d, Soviet military activity during the Korean

War was designed most importantly tc not provoke a war between the USSR and

the United States; secondly, to avoid a neighboring U.S. military threat to

the Soviet Far East; thirdly, to maintain a strong alliance with its

comunist neighbors; and only fourthly, to insure the security of those

neie.bors' citi:oens and territory. Notwithstanding the combat engagement

orf Soviet aircraft and Sround air defense unlts and deployments first to

China and then North Korea, Soviet behavior is best characterized as

I--
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cautious and prudent, and not given to recklessness or serious risk-taking.

The usage of Soviet air units in. combat in 1951-53 appeare to have been

allowed only after General Douglas MacArthur wa. fired and the Traman

administration made absolutely clear its inLention to wage only a limited

war and its willingness to accept something close to the status quo ante.

It is very questionable whether China perceived military support rendered

to it by the USSR adequate; it is even more doubtful that the North Koreans

were satisfied.

In the dozen years following the Korema War, China, Cuba and North

Vietnam also faced major danger from the United States and had need of

strong Soviet political-miltary support. Notwithstanding its rhetoric

previous to these crises, the USSR behaved prudently in these instances

too. In each of these cases, as during the Korean War, the Y-remlin

llo-wed no military activity that could be seriously expected to bring

about open U.S.-Soviet conflict. And too, as during the Korean War, the

limit to which Moscow appeared willing to go in supporting these allies

was air defense.

Soviet aircraft atle to deliver nuclear weapons to the United States

became operational in 1954-55. ,On Armed Forces Day 1955 Marshal Yonev

stated that in addlcion to defending the USSR, the Red Army was "the

defender of the interests of the working people cf all nations." Although

this did not represent any specific commitment, the Marshal also chose to

aention at this time the USSR's baving "atomic and hydrogen weapons at its

disposal." 78/

Real expansion in the USSR's expressed willingptss to use military

MA 4 LA
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power to 6efend its allies followed the 1957 launching of the first

Sputnik. Nonintervention by the Wett In the 1956 political crises in

Poland and Hungary and active U.S. opposition to Iritain and Frince in

the Suez crisis that fall probably provided additional confidence. Thus

n May Day 1958 Marshal Mallnovsky was able to say: "The Soviet Army,

Air Force and Navy are Ptrong enough to thwart any attempts of Imperialist

reaction to disrupt the peaceful labor of our people or the unity arli

solidarity of the socialist camp." 791

The Offshore Islands Crisis

In August 1958 Chinese communist artillery batteries began a heavy

and continuous bombardment of the Quemoy and Matsu island groups held by

Taiwan. At first this barrage appea-ed just another turn in the unyielding

confrontation between Peking and Taipei. However, when the shelling did not

stop after a time, the belief arose In Taiwan and in the United States that

Peking neant not only to demonstrate these islids' vuln-rability, but to

actually blocu~da them. Of further concern was Peking's possible intent to

invade the i'.lands and even attack Taiwan proper. For two weeka Chinese

artillery fire and PT boat operations in the area prevented supplies from

beu& landed upon the islands.

Anticipating some new violence in the ongoing civil war, U.S. military

forces in tLe Pacific area were placed on an alert status in mid-July, a.d

n varly August additional U.S. aircraft were deployed to Taiwan and two

U.S. navy ships began patr-)Iling the Taiwan Strait. After the shelling from

tle wainlani -its Inaugurated Washington redeployed as many as seven aircraft

carrier task grov7,s, a number of which carried nuclear weapons on board.

-7.
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Additional U.S. aircraft were sent to Taiwan and into tne Pacific area

and, on September 7, U.S. warships were ordered to escort Nationalist supply

ships to their point of docking at Quemoy. 80/ Yet it remained uncertain

whether the United States would go to war with China if the islands were

otherwise attacked, notwithstanding Secretary of State Illes' remarks on

September 4 when he 1) said "...Quemoy and Matsu have become increasingly

related to the defense of Taiwan"--with which the United States had a mutual

defense treaty; 2) saw the security of the United States threatened by the

"naked use of force" against Quemoy; and 3) responded to a press question with

the advice: "If I were on the Chinese Commvnist side I would certainly think

very hard before I went ahead on the fact of this statement." 81/

To what extent did the USSR support China? Khrushchev related that

during the planning stages of the cricis additional Soviet military advisers

were sent to China and that Peking turned down an offer by Moscow to deploy

Soviet "interceptor squadrons on their territory." 82/ Even if this is true,

though, it does not obviate a view of Soviet behavior as being exceedingly

prudent. The Soviet Pacific Fleet played no role throughout the crisis; nor

has there been a suggestion of any other related Soviet military activity. 83/

Moreover, the Kremlin watched developments for a week before promising Peking

on August 31 "moral and material aid" and warning against the view that U.S.

bostilities against China could he contained from "3preading..,to other regions."

84/ On September 5 Pravda did relate that: "The Soviet Union camnot remain

Indifferent to events on the border or territory of its great ally.... The

instigators and organizers of this latest military venture In the Far East

should not calculate that a retaliatory blow will be confined to the Taiwan
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Strait and no less the offshore island. They will rece:ve a crushing

rebuff which will put an end to U.S. military aggression in the Ftr East." 85/

By then, however, it was clear that the United States would consider

military action only if China vent further in its nilitary activity, which

Peking did not do. It is difficult to believe Moscow was not aseured on

this point prior to the Pravda pronouncement. The crisis appeared to have

peaked when the USSR offered stronger words in the form of a letter from

Khrushchev to President Eisenhower on September 8, the Soviet leader saying

in this communication: "An attack on the Chinese People's Republic, which

.3 is a great friend, ally mnd neighbor of our country, is an attack on the

Soviet Union. True to its duty, our country will do everything in order

together with People's China to defend the security of both states, the

interests of peace in the Far East, the interest of peace in the whole

world." 86/ This front was maintained in a second letter to the President

on September 19, Khrushchev saying then- "Those who harbor plans for an

atomic attack on the Chinese People's Republic should not forget that the

other side too has atomic and hydrogen weapons and the appropriate means to

deliver them, and if the Chinese People's Republic falls victim tv such en

attack, the aggressor will at once suffer a rebuff by the same means." 87/

The Eisenhower administration rejected this second note out of hand, terming

it "abusive And intemperate" and containing "inadmissible threats." 88/

U.S. ntelligence reported no overt political-military operations to

reinforce these Soviet statements or any preparations for war in the USSR.

No related ground, stir, or naval demonstrations were staged; nor were any

Soviet military deployments observed in eonjumction with the cris... Tbe

V ~-A
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USSR's rhetoric, although strong, was not meant to compel U.S. behavior

and represented something less than deterrence. With Peking tarefully

coutrolling its actions, Moscow only cmitted itself to respond to A U.S.

attack on China, which the Eisenhower administration showed early to be

not in the cards if the Chinese communists did not attempt definitive

action to wrest the offshore islands from Taiwan. It was also not clear

that the United States would so respond even in this circumstance. Moscow

also did not commit itself to do anything if the United States responded

militarily to a Chinese L.- or Pea attack while avoiding an attack on the

mainland. In 1963 an official Chinese government statement related:

In August and September of 1958, the situation
in the Taiwan Straits was indeed very tense as a
result of the aggression and ?rovocations by the
U.S. imperialists. The Soviet leaders expressed
their aupport for China on September 7 and 19
respectively. Although at that time the situation
n the Taiwan Straits was tense, there was ".o

possibility that a nuclear war would break out
and no need for the Soviet Union to support China
with its nuclear weapons. It was only when they
were clear that this was the situation that the
Soviet leaders expressed their support for China. 89/

The outcome of the Quemoy crisis provided Moscow no cause for hedging

about USSR solidarity with its allies, however. These events ended in a

standoff in which Taipei retained control of the offshore islands and Peking

suffered no punishment for its bombardment while retaining the prerogative

of further shelling the area at will. Hence approaching Armed Forces Day

1959, Marshal of the Soviet Union V. Sokolovsky related:

We have the people and the means to rap the knuckles
- of those who dare to reach for the aecred borders of

our Soviet homelan and to violate the peaceful labor
and security of ou:- great people and our faithful friends -
the peoples of the socialist camp countries. 90/

" . .
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A year later and with the further confidence efforded by Chairman

Khrushchev's visit to the United States and spirit of Canp David, Marshal

Malinovsky asserted even nore plairly:

The Soviet Army's mighty nuclear rocket
equipment enables us to guarantee more
securely and dependably than ever before
the invincible defense of the lend of
Soviets and the other socialist countries. 91/

The Missile Crisis

The conclusion tc the 1962 missile crisis perceived in the United

Stctes-that is, the forced Soviet withdrawal of missiles and bombers from

Cuba--did not affect this rhetoric, as Moscow chose to focus on President

Kennedy's declaration that, in return, the United States would not invade

Cuba. 92/ However, notwithstanding President Kennedy's pledge, the USSR

4did not introduce nuclear weapons into Cuba or use its armed forces during the

crisis in order to insure the security of the Castro regime. In these events

Cuba's security was a very secondary objective to that of getting the United

States to accede to demands related to West Germany and West Berlin. 93/

Accompanying the strategic armaments sent to Cuba, however, were

surface-to-air and anti-phip cruise missiles, advanced fighter aircraft and

four regimental-size armored units. Although it seems certain that these

forces were not sent to Cuba independently, but arrived as part of a package

with the missiles, we cannot be sure that these essentially defensive units

were in their entirety deployed at Moscow's initiative to deter and defend

igainst a U.S. attack aimed at destroying Soviet strategic forces in Cuba.

Some of these units may have been sent as a sweetener or =m response to a

deman, Py %;astro for the concurrent eplacement of Soviet conventional forces
(.

• , o
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to insure Cuban security more generally. Nevertheless, aside from

acceding to this demand as nezessary to its larger objective, Moscow may

not have seen these possibly further deployments as adding to the risk

being undertaken. Not expecting a powerful response to the installation

of strategic missiles in Cuba, Khrushchev was also freer with words before

the Fesident's dramatic pronouncement on October 22.

On September 7, 1962 President Kennedy asked Congress for standby

authority to call up 150,000 reservists in order "to permit prompt and

effective responses as necessary, to challenges which may be presented in

any part of the free world." Khrushchev perceived correctly that Wshington's

concern was Cuba and, in a letter on September 11, retorted that "one cannot

now attack Cuba and expect that the aggressor will be free from punishment for

this attack. If such an attack is made, that will be the beginning of the

unleashing of war." 94/

Khrushchev did not reaffirm this commitment in his response to President

Kennedy's announcement of the quarantine and demand that Soviet strategic

forces emplaced in Cuba be removed. When the President "ordered the armed

forces to prepare for any eventualities," Khrushchev denounceO this action

as "a step towards unleashing a thermonuclear war," but he went only so far

as to "issue a serious warning to the U.S. Government that... it is assuming a

grave responsibility for the fate of peace and recklessly playing with fire." 95/

And while massive U.S. ground and air forces were being marshalled in the

southeastern United States for the poasible invasion of Cuba, neither were

4viet volunteers promised or any other signal given that a U.S. attack on

Cuba would bring about a Soviet attack on the United States; nor were threats
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made against the similerly exposed Western position in Berlin. The moguls

in the Kremlin meant to avoid risks to the USSR on Castro's behalf. President

Kennedy's promise not to Invade Cuba did not satisfy the objectives of the

deployment of Lissiles to Cuba; it provided Moscow a face saving quid pro quo

for these weapons' withdrawal.

The Watershed of Vietnam

Vietnam, not Cuba, exposed Khrushchev's verbal falsehood that Soviet

military man guarded the security of fraternal allies at large and forced

the termination of this rhetoric. Such bluster continued to have value and

seemed to risk little well into 1964, Moscow obtaining for itself great

respect as the self-proclaimed guardian of world socialism. This image was

particularly important as the rift with China widened And deepened. Pek.ng

could attack Kremlin revisionism and proclaim its own way as the path of
righteousness. The USSR, though, had the might and was on record as being

ready to use its military power to protect communist gains.

In early 1962 a U.S. Military Assistance Command Vietnam was established

and U.S. Army transport helicopter companies began to support South Vietnamese

forces. By mid-1964 16,500 U.S. military personnel were in South Vietnam. 96/

But that was where the war was being fought. Although Washington castigatee

North Vietnam regularly and demanded that Hanoi terminate its zpport of the

Viet Cong, the North remained an untouched sanctuary, much like China du-ing

the Korean War. Moreover, the U.S. forces in South Vietnam in 1964 vere poor

compensation for the inabilities of the S&igon forces. The Kremlin probably

*xpeated this situation to continue and saw victory coring soon.

Altar all, notwithstanding tht South Vietnamese forces' poor performance

... ... .-- .. - -
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in the field, the impression was w t large that President Johnson did

not intend to send U.S. servicemen to fight in Vietnam. The Kremlin

night also have noticed that Senator Goldwatel was suffering in the polls

in part because of his more bellicose position. If the United States

might yet take some stronger action before accepting Saigon's defeat,

Moscow had no strong reason to expect the course taken in 1965, only

weeks after the President's inauguration.

The Johnson administration's response tu the attack on the destroyers

Maddox and Turner Joy in August 1964 did take Moscow aback. Although the

Kremlin had an image to protect, it did not intend to provide Hanoi with

anything more than economic and military assistance. A Tass statement

thus evidenced nervousness and caution, and interest was then shown in a

negotiated settlement. 97/

Only with this event passed did the Soviet rhetoric of commitment

ccitinue for another half year. New confidence was even afforded when in

October the United States decided not to retaliate against the Norch

following a Viet Cong attack upon the air facility at Bien Hoa where a

number of U.S. casualties were suffered and 13 B-57 bombers were destioyed

or damaged. Of even earlier significance may have been the lack of a

forceful U.S. response in September to what may have been a North Vietnamese

action against the U.S. destroyers Morton and Edwards in the Tonkin Gulf. 98/

The new team in the Kremlin-Khrushchev wes ousted Sn mid-October 1964--may

also have been concerned not to break publicly with the past too quickly,

"pecially where this might offend the military. 7hus on Revolution Day 1964

Leonid Brezhnev told listeners that Soviet military power provided "a reliable

.. . . . . . . . ... .. '...... . .
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guarantee that the security of the USSR and the other socialist

countries is dependably Insured." 99/ The now men in the Kremlin seized

power, however, partly out of discontent with the impetuousness and high

takes political gambling of their predecessor. Their preference was to

first obtain and then work from a position of strength, avoiding, meanwhile,

false hopes and illusions.

Moscow's official response to the U.S. bombing (FLAYING DART I) of

Donghoi and other points in North Vietnam following the early February

1965 Viet Cong attack on the Pleiku air base in which more than 100

Americans were killed or wounded did, in fact, indicate a new style and

lexicon. The message to the United States was that this action would

hinder "the establishment of normal relations with the U.S.A. and their

improvement." Rather than going out on a limb for Hanoi, hoscov informed

the United States, and truthfully, that the US'R 'ill be forced to take

further measures to guard the security and strengthen the defense capacity"

of the DRV. No allusion was made to the use of Soviet armed forces to

support this fraternal ally, however. Moscow was referring rather to its

villingness to provide as much economic and military assistance as Hanoi

might need. 100/

The new Soviet leaders' reluctance to back North Vietnam militarily

In any serious way was confirmed on Armed .orces Day 3.965 by haz&hal

Malinovsky. Following by a week further U.S. air strikes (FLAMING DART II)

against tht North, in response to a Viet Cong attack on the Qui Nhon barracks

where several score U.S. wilitary personnel were killed or wounded, Soviet

mili-tary power was now ouly "at the service of socialist :interests and social

.................... .......
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progress." 101!' In short, by March 1965, when the United States shifted

from "retaliatory" to "graduated" bombing (ROLLING THUNDER), thereby

initiating the air war against North Vietnam, Moscow had retrenched its

position considernbly. An editorial in Pravda on March 10 confirmed that

the rhetoric of the decade of Khrushchev was both empty and over with.

"The Soviet people," it concluded,"together with the peace-loving peoples

of the entire world, angrily condemn the new U.S. acts of aggression in

South Vietnam. The international public expresses full solidarity with

the heroic struggle of the Vietnamese people for the freedom and

independence of their homeland and has faith that this struggle will end

in complete victory" 'italics added). 102!

Between 1965 and 1968 and again in 1972 North Vietnam was subjected

to heavy U.S. bombing attacks. It has never been suggested that Soviet

airmen aided in the defen3e against these onslaughts. Nor did the USSR

provide North Vietnam with ground-based air defense crews to iny large extent

as were lent to Egypt in 1970. Hanoi. was given a large vollme of armaments

and other military equipment, but in the way of Soviet personnel, Moscow

appears to have gone no further than to se-ond military advisers and perhaps

some surface-to-air missile crews. This is uot to suggest that these Red

rmy men did not provide iwportant support to Hanoi; they did, particularly

in the air defense effort and communications fields. So too, perhaps, did

East German missile crewmen who, wearing Russian uniforms and speaking

Russian, might have been mistaken for Red Army personnel. The practical

value to Hanoi was twofold: 1) North Vietnrmese defenses were made more

effective; and 2) U.S. political leaders were deterred from bombing certain
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malitary sites. Washington sought to avoid the inference that it was

ordering attacks upon Russianv. 103/ The US2.Z did not deploy regular Red

Army or air combat units to North Vietnam, however, as were sent to Egypt

later. In comparison to the approximately 20,000 Soviet military personnel

emplaced in Egypt during the early 1970s, only about 1,000 Soviet military

personnel were reported in North Vietnam between 1968 and 1972.

In November 1965 Edward Crankshaw did cite in the London Observer a

purported letter from the Chinese Getral Committee to the Soviet Party and

Govenment which included the following lines: '...you wanted to send via

China a regular army formation of 4,030 men to be stationed in Vietnam

without first obtaining her Elianoi's] consnt" and 'under the pretext of

defending the territorial air of Vietnam you wanted to occupy and use one

or two airfields in southwestern China ard to station a Soviet armed force

of five-hundred men there'. 104/ If Moscow really did want to deploy a

motorized rifle or support regiment to North Vietnam it ould have done so

by sea, which it never did. Assuming the letter's legitimacy, though,

another possibility is that reking merely meant "personnel" and did not

mean to imply anything more than 4,000 militry *Ciisirs. It, of course,

is possible that at one time the USSR had several thousand of these

personnel in North Vietnam.

The most important argument in favor of discounting a strict

Interpretation of the words 'regular army formation' 1n the Crankshaw story,

tough, is Lur continuing perception of Khrushchev's successors. If there

_s one image of the Soviet political leaderi hip that succeeded Nikita

Khrushchev, it is that these men were careful, prudent and sober-minded,

(
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businesslike in approach and style, and not given to emotional cr romantic

excess when Soviet security might be at risk. They seemed to prefer to

build positions of strength and more certain gains than to engage in gambles

risking a loss of control and large setbacks. Sending personnel to advise

the North Vietnamese and, perhaps, In some instances to engage in ground

air defense operations increased the effectiveness of their ally's military

forces, but still could be counted upon to not bring about a full-scale

superpower military confrontation.

Deploying a motorized rifle regiment or large-size Red Army air defense

force to North Vietnam might have made the Kremlin look weak if those units

did not engage in hostilities, or caused a very serious crisis or led to

further escalation of the war and risk to the USSR if those forces did

openly engage in combat. The rere deployment of a Red Army formation could

not have been couited upon ro coerce the United States to stop the bombing.

Possibly the Johnson administration would have desisted if Soviet missilemen

were emplaced in force as they were in Egypt; yet the Kremlin could not

dismiss the possibility, for example, of a U.S. attack on Soviet merchantmen

making war deliveries in Haiphong harbor. And then what?, the Soviets might

have asked themselves. If Moscow could not ignore possibilities like this

one, the actual acceptance of such risk on North Vietnam's account was not

in keeping with the new leadership's apparent character.

As to the suggestion of A deployment of Soviet aircraft to China, this

might have served Moscow's objectives in the Sino-Soviet dispute well and,

lrsuming those planes would not have been used to defend North Vietnam, that

action also would have been risk-free. While the presence of Soviet aircraft
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in southern China would have made Peking appear weak and al.lowed the

USSR to present itself as deterring U.S. hostilities against the People's

JLpublic, the Kremlin could have had strong confidence that the United

States did not intend aggression against China.

Finally to be considered are Secretary Brezhnev's statement in late

March 1965 about Soviet citizens who were "expressing readiness to take

part in the Vietnamese people's ;truggle" and a Soviet-North Vietname&L

declaration in April which said: "If the U.S. aggression against the

Democratic Republic of Vietnam is intensified, the Soviet government, if

need be and if the DRV government so requests, will give its consent to the

departure for Vietnam of Soviet citizems who, guided by a sense of

proletarian internationalism, have expressed the desire to fight for the

just cause of the Vietnamese people." 105/ The timing of these statements

does lend veracity to the reported letter from Peking to Moscow. But given

the fact that the United States did send more than 500,000 troops to Suuth

Vietnam end continued the air war against the North for three years (with

some stops and starts), it may be nuggested that the United States went at

least as far as Moscow and Hanoi imagined in the spring of 1965. If su,

then all the Kremlin had in mind in these carefully worded statements was

a sizable number of military advis- s. Ojherwise, they would seem a bluff

directed at the United States or a cynical attempt to curry favor with Hanci.

Aother thought, of course, is that Mudcow and Hanoi were seriously concerned

about the possibility of United States ground forces invading North Vietnam

is they did North Korea in 1950. What is a third alternative, the Kremlin

may have been prepared to seriously consider providing Hanoi with a Soviet-

YN
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manned ground air defense system if the United States further escalated

the attacks and the North Vietnamese proved unable to use Soviet equipment
effectively. 0_6/ Whatever the real case, the ambiguity of Moscow's

commitment and the Krenlin's prudent behavior throughcut the conflict

should not be forgotten.

Concordance in Rhetor.c and Action

As compared with the Khrushchev era, Moscow's relatively cautious

words after 1965, made necessary by resolve not to respond martially tc

the U.S. bombing of North Vietnam, was a more accurate indicator of the

degree to which the grey men in the Kremlin, increasingly dominated by

Brezhnev, were willing to go in supporting fraternal allies. Eastern

Europe continuing to be of the greatest concen, so Kremlin rhetoric did

mark this region out explicitly es lying within the USSR's defense

perimeter. Delivering the main report on Revolution Day 1966, Politburo

member A. Ya Pelshe affirmed only that "the Soviet Union, in cooperation

with the other socialist countries of Europe, stands firmly on guard of

peace ard the security of the European continent." This statement was made

with Vietnam clearly in mind, for it followed directly the phrase, "the

United States proceeds farther and farther along the path of extending the

aggression against ene of the states of the socialist community." 107/

When things went too far n Czechoslovakia, Soviet military power was used

to forcefully reconstruct the political fabric in Prague; and having gone

this far, ac we have seen, Moscow then also chose to stage threatening

military exercises near Rumania's borders in an attempt to intimidate

Bucharest.
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As compared with its interests it Eastern Europe, Soviet concern

about North Vietnam remained small; hence the weak replies by the Kremlin

to U.S. bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong and mining of Haiphong harbor

(LINEBACKER I) in response to North Vietnam's 1972 Easter offensive and,

in December 1972, to the bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong again (L.INEBACKER II),

including the use of B-52s while Washington pressed for better terms on

which to end the war. Denunciations and demands were made by Soviet

leaders in both instances, but in neither did Moscow issue an ultimatum

or stage a serious show of force.

Six surface combatants (a cruiser and five destroyers) and five

submarines were positioned about 500 nautical miles from U.S. forces in the

Gulf of Tonkin for a few days in response to the LINEBACKER I operation. 108/

Although some of these ships were apparently returning to the USSR from

routine deployment in the Indian Ocean, this presence was not routine.

Almost certainly it was occasioned by the damaging of four Soviet merchantships

by U.S. aircraft bombing Haiphong harbor. In explicit response to this

bombing, in which one Soviet seaman was killed, the USSR upbraided the Nixon

administration for 'gangster activities' and warned it would take 'all

appropriate steps' to protect Its ships 'wherever they would be'. 109/ The

low-keyed presence of Soviet warships in the South China Sea would seem to

have been meant to supplement this relatively mild diplomatic protest. It

was perhaps also the least the Kremlin felt it could do in light of its

decision at this ,ime to go forward with the Moscow sumit and SALT I

agreement. This Soviet naval presence, also possibly ordered by only a local

comander, provided small comfort to Hanoi. It could be calculated to cause

• I
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the United States little anxiety about bombing North Viettiam and to not

provoke a U.S.-Soviet crisis. No Soviet military action was taken in

reponse to LINEBACKER II.

After ths Paris agreement on Vietnam in January 1973, Moscow

expanded only minimally upon the image of 3oviet armed forces as

guarantor of the security of the extended communist community. "A rebuff

to an aggressor, if he dares to infringe on the interests of any country

of the socialist community, can now be organized not only by its own

forces but also the forces and means of all the socialist states," rlared

First Deputy Defense Minister, Army General S. Sokolov on Aried Forces Day

1973. 110/ Notwithstanding the improbability of renewed U.S. military action

in Southeast Asia, Defense Minister Marshal Grechko was only slightly more

assertive on Revolution Day 1973 when he told his audience that Soviet

military men "are always ready to fulfill their sacred duty in the defense

of our motherland and, alougside the soldiers of fraternal socialist armies,

to defend the great gains of socialism." 111/ This ambiguous fo'cmulation

was reiterated with minor variation and flourish through the remainder of

the decade. 112/

Provocations by North Kcrea

The one serious military action allowed by the Brezhnev leadership for

the purpose of showing support to a communist regime threatened by the United

States as a result of one of its adventures followed the seizure of the U.S.S.

Pueblo by North Korean patrol boats. In response to the North Korean action

-the Johnson administration deployed Strategic Air Command bombers to the

western Pacific and massed in the Sea of Japan three aircraft carriers and

16 other surface combatants--the largest display of U.S. naval power since
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the Cuban missile crisis. Tavo Soviet ships on patrol in the Tsushima

Strait then proceeded to harass the U.S. ships and provoke a number of

small incidents. A harsh statement in Pravda and deployment to the area

of nine additional warships and a number of other vessels followed as did

surveillance and harassment by land-based naval aircraft. 113/

Again, though, Moscow did not go out on a limb. The above

reinforcement was made after it was clear that the U.S. deployments were

symbolic and not preparatory to violent retaliation against North Korea.

The Johnson administration was also by then in the midst of responding to

the Tet offensive in South Vietnam. In short, this major Soviet naval

deployment was wholly symbolic and virtually free of risk; a show, not a

demonstration of resolve. It also may have been staged very reluctantly.

It is difficult to infer an intent in the Kremlin to encourage Pyongyang

to undertake affairs of this sort; what seems more likely is a conclusion

in Moscow that to turn a deaf ear to North Korea would unacceptably

!t 'reinforce the USSR's Vietnam-related image of being unwilling to defend

its non-European allies against the United States. From this perspective,

SNorth Korea may also have benefited particularly from the logic of the
Sino-Soviet conflict.

When a year later North Korean aircraft shot down a U.S. Navy EC-121

aircraft and a U.S. task force including four aircraft carricrs and 20

other warships plus land-based combat aircraft were deployed to the area,

the naval force was met by only a surveillance group of three destroyers

and three intelligenceqgathering vessels. Moreover, previous to this U.S.

arrival into the Sea of Japan two Soviet destroyers were deployed to assist

XM A
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the U.S. search and rescue effort. 114/ Soviet naval reconnaissance

aircraft that surveilled the U.S. warships also did not engage in

harassing activities. Aside from being concerned to show Pyongyang

that the USSR would not allow itself to be regularly entrapped, Moscow

may also have been particularly concerned to maintain reasonable

relations with the United States at this time. The Ussuri -iver

clashes with China had occurred just a month earlier and the USSR

plainly did not want to chance a superpower crisis at this moment.

Another sign of this order was a concurrent relaxation of Soviet military

control in Czechoslovakia. Soviet military units did not make any show

o force in aid of Pyongyang in 1976 after North Korean soldiers murdered

two U.S. Army officers in the Demilitarized Zone and U.S. forces in

Northeast Asia were again built up and threatened North Korea. 115/

Air Support for Cuba

The USSR has directed a political-military demonstration at the

United States on behalf of a communist ally once since the 1972 Easter

offensive in South Vietnam. This action took the form of a low-keyed

transfer of a number of Soviet pilots to Cuba in early 1978 when Cuba and

the USSR were heavily involved in the Ethiopian-Somalian conflict. 116/

By the spring of 1978 Cuba had deployed in Africa (principally in

Ethiopia and Angola) approximately 39,000 military personnel or more than

one-fifth of its armed forces. Cuban ground forces in Ethiopia were

supported by Cuban pilots flying Soviet supplied aircraft. 117/ Although

-Cuba was not about to be attacked by the United States, a significant

shortage of air force pilots was an understandable concern. The appearance
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of Soviet pilots in Cuba was at the same time a demonstration of Soviet

solidarity with the Castro regime and helped reinforce Havana's alliance

with Moscow and Cuba's willingness and ability to intervene in distant

regional arenas. It was also a highly visible symbol for both Fidel

Castro and his cohorts and the Cuban people who may have felt somewhat

exposed as a result of the lesser number of Cuban military men in Cuba

and the increased hostility of the United States in consequence to

Havana's African adventures, Possibly,too, Castrc and the Kremlin may

also have meant to deter a U.S. show of force in the Caribbean or,

anticipating one, sought to reduce its impact upon Cuban attitudes.

Surely the United States was in mind in some way insofar as the subject

was the air defense of Cuba.. Whatever the particular case, this was a

no-risk way for Moscow to reinforce its relationship with Havana.

Defending An Ally Against China

In the late 1970s the U.S. threat to Cuba and other communist

allies of the USSR paled in comparison to the danger posed by China to

Vietnam. After the collapse of anti-commun st regimes in Cambodia and

South Vietnam in 1975, Hanoi moved into closer alliance with Moscow for

balance against Chins and Phnom Penh leaned toward Peking to countervail

a united Vietnam. Moscow could appreciate Hanoi's domination of Laos

and prospective influence in Southeast Asia as a strategic weight upon

China, but it did not relish the outbreak of her f7 fighting between

Vietnam and Kampuchea in late 1977. The spectacle of conflict "betveen

-"two fraternal peoples" was exceedingly distasteful and Moscow worried

that only the United States and China would gain from the violence which
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continued into early 1978. 118/ Although Soviet statements plainly

favored Vietnam, the Kremlin avoided a show of military support for

Hanoi and sought a peaceful resolution of this "dangerous situation." 119/

The fighting did not end quickly, however. Instead of suing for

peace or accepting a Hanoi proposal for a settlement after Vietnamese

troops withdrew from Kampuchea in etrly 1978, Phnom Penh ordered attacks

upon border areas in Vietnam. Relations between Vietnam and China

deteriorated even further when Peking gave its full support to Kampuchea.

For this Peking was progressively taxed in the form of increasingly harsh

treatment and the forced exit of ethnic Chinese from Vietnam, %Ianoi's

acquisition of greater Soviet aid and full membership in COMECON, and

finally a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation between Moscow and Hz-noi.

Going down the spiral, Peking cut off aid to Vietna:., curtailed freight

shipments from thg USSR to Vietnam through China, and began sending

fighter aircraft into Vietnamese airspace. Chinese forces in the Sino-

Vietnamese border area were also built up and increasingly serious clashes..

ensued between Chinese and Vietnamese military personnel.

Notwithstanding the Kremlin's strong political backing and material

support of Hanoi, Soviet armed forces remained out of the picture through

1978, with two exceptions. First, in early June, following reports of

fighting between Vietnamese and Chinese border troops a Soviet task force

including two cruisers and two destroyers exercised in the Bashi Channel

between Taiwan and the Philippines. 120/ Possibly this was a long-

scheduled maneuver unrelated to current events. S me n Tokyo took this

..........-.....-....
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presence to be an element of warning against Japan's signing a treaty

normalizing relations with China. At the same time, Soviet forces were

carrying out an apparent political-military action in the Kuriles and

the Bashi Channel was a good place from which to illustrate the

vulnerability of Japanese commerce with Eurasia. Peking, though, lirkcd

the naval maneuvers to its conflict with Vietnam, and insofar as Moscow

could not but expect this inftcence, to at least that extent the Kremlin

appeared to be practicing gunboat diplomacy against China. Besides

serving as a general warning to Peking and show of support to Hanoi,

Moscow may have been particularly concerned to deter a Chinese seizure

of the disputed, and Vietnamese-held, Spratley Islands or the unauthorized

evacuation of overseas Chinese from Vietnam.

Then in mid-August, following a further escalation in the border

strife, Moscow mounted an airlift to Vietnam that included a number of

flights by military transport plane... 121/ Staged from Soviet Russia via

Afghanistan, Pakistan and India, these flights did not provide a major

resupply of Vietnamese civilian or military stores. However, they did

serve as a further demonstration of Soviet alliance with Vietnam to both

Hanoi and Peking.

Soviet armed forces were used in two ways to delimit Chinese military

operations when Peking set upon an invasion of Vietnam after Vietmmese

forces took over Kampuchea in late 1978-early 1979. During visits to the

United States and Japan in January-February 1979 Deputy Prime Minister

Teng Hsiao-p'ing publicly telegraphed China's intent to take some

substantial yet bounded military action isgainst Vietnam in oider to teach

4'J
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Hanoi a "lesson." The frequent teiteration of this theme and movement

of Chinese forces to the Vietnamese border left little uncertainty.

For Moscow to have then taken very strong measures to deter Peking

against any military action directed at Vietnam would have required

acceptance of a serious risk of war with China which, even if it could

have bean contained and brought to a halt quickly, would nevertheless

have left a swath of destruction to Soviet relationships globally. The

West might then have moved into even tighter alliance with China, NATO

might have been reborn, Japanese rearmanent might have been catalyzed,

and SALT II might have been dealt a deathblow; nor would the third world

have been pleased; and tais was in addition to the possibility of large-

scale conventional, and even nuclear, war. Moscow did not have an interest

in risking so much on behalf of a quite independent ally. To think

otherwise, moreover, was to allow the strategic interests of the USSR to

be hostage to Vietnamese decisions.

At the same time, though, Peking was attuned to Moscow's interest in

Vietnam and plainly believed it could provoke the USSR by incautious

behavior. Soviet armed forces were orchestrated to insure this prudence.

In particular, they were used to signal Moscow's understanding that the

incursion by Chinese forces should not reach as far as Hanoi and should be

limited in its duration. Secondly, these Soviet actions were meant to strengthen

Vietnamese self-confidence and confidence in its alliance with the USSR and

to provide Hanoi practical support during the conflict.

Had Moscow intended to deter Peking against all military action

against Vietnam it might have issued a blunt or other very serious verbal



3-69

warning-that is, an ultimatum--or orchestrated some sizable exercives

in Soviet Asia, or both, before China struck. It did neither. Instead,

about ten days after Peking opened hostilities fifteen Pacific Fleet

naval vessels including two cruisers and a number of intelligence

gatherers were concentrated in the Gulf of Tcnkin and South China Sea.

Besides being a visible sign of support to Vietnam, these ships also were

able to serve the practical purposes of 1) gaining electronic itelligence

for Vietnamese commanders; and 2) cautioning against Chinese actions aimed

at severing Vietnam's sea links or grabbing the Spratley Islands. Rather

than constitute a general deterrent to Peking, this presence marked a

preparation for coming conflict.

Article six of the November 1978 Trftaty of Friendship and Cooperation

between tie USSR and Vietna- reads: "In case either party is attacked or

threatened with attack, the two parties signatory to the t;.eaty sl-all

i ediately consult each other with a view to eliminating that threat, and

shall take appropriate and effective measures to safeguard peace and the

security of the two countries." 12"/ On February 18, the day after China

attacked Vietr.m, a Soviet government statement related that the USSR would

"honor" these obligations and called upon Peking "to stop before it is too

late." 123/ In the days ahead this last phrase --; mouthed .epeatedly by

uviet commentators and political leaders. The government statement on

the 18th also said, though, that "the heroic Vietnamese people, which hips

become victim of a fresh aggression, is capable of standing up for itself

this time again...." 124/

In short, Vietnam was on its cvn for a time. During the next several

( V~.- -
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days this latter message was confirmed in a number of private comments by

Soviet officials to Western and Asian diplomats, The USSR did not intend

to engage in conflict or even a military confrontation with China while

it could assume that the scale of hostilities would remain limited, that

an assault on Hanoi would not be made, and that Peking would soon order a

withdrawal. 125/

However, to demonstrate its concern and continuing support for Hanoi,

a few days after China launched its attack the Kremlin took a number of

low-keyed military measures: the Admiral Senyavin, flagship of the

Pacific Fleet, was dispatched from the Sea of Japan to the South China Sea;

naval aircraft began long-range reconnaissance flights to the area of

fighting; and a small airlift was carried out from the western USSR via Turkey

(or Iran), Iraq and India. The warships deployed and reconnaissance aircraft

ullowed a substantial intelligence-gathering capability, while command

and control facilities at sea could direct both transport and surveillance

flights and monitor airborne gained intelligence. Although Japanese reports

of Soviet troop movements in Mongolia and areas bordering Sinkiang remained

unconfirme.d, they were not Implausible. 126/ China was not likely to react

violently to such Soviet action and Moscow did want to confirm Peking's

original intent to act with constraint. In fact, Peking was quite willing

to assuage Moscow's anxiety. When asked about the duration of China's

military action on February 21, Chinese Vice Premier Keng Piao responded:

"about another week, mayle a little more but not very much more." 127/ Two

days later Teng Hsiao-p'ing reiterated that Chinese troops would withdraw

from Vietnam once "the objectives of the counterattack have been attained." 128/
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Ten days after thc Chinese intervention Mos=ow did show signs of

some exasperation, but itc, reasoned intent to avoid conflict with China

rmained firm. Spe~king in Minsk on February 26, Foreign Minister Andrei

Gromyko said: "The Soviet Union resolutely demands that the Beijing

Peking leadership end before it is too late and I repeat, before it is

too late, the aggression against the Socialist Republic of Vietnam..."

(italics added). 129/ The italicized words were omitted in the reported

version of the speech. What is of further interest, a major statement

carried by Tass February 28 did not include at all the litany, "before it

is too late." 130/ Moreover, the Pravda version used the words "China's

incursion" in place of "China's aggression." 131/ Interestingly, the Tass

communication was filed ten hours after an Agence France Presse report of

remarks by Teng Hsiao-p'ing in which the "Vice Premier said: "We estimate

that the Soviet Union will not take too big an action, but if they should

really come, there's nothing we can do about it, but we are prepared against

that." 112/ At this point Moscow may have been concerned to avoid co~ments

that might draw the USSR into a tense confrontation seriously risking

c.nflict with China.

Several days later, however, a threatening stance was taken in an

article in BILD (a Hamburg tabloid) by Soviet journalist Victor Louis who is

widely regarded as a conduit of offIcial Soviet thinking. "Will the Soviet

Union intervene militarily in Indochina to help its ally Vietnam against

the Chinese?," Louis asked rhetorically. His answer: "In vy opinion there

Is hardly any doubt that the Soviet Government will not let the matter rest

with sharp words and threats unless China ends the war as quickly as possible." 133/

fI
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If Mosccv was signalling its preparedness to take stronger action if a

withdrawal was not ordered, it was still giving Peking several more days

and only went as far os to say it would intervene in Indochina. No special

Soviet military activity in the Sino-Soviet border area was reported at

this time and a new Soviet government statement that day (March 2) was

highly ambiguous. "The Soviet Union," its operative portion read,

considers it necessary to state with all certainty:
China's actions cannot leave indifferent those who
have a genuine interest in insuring the security of
peoples and preserving peace.

Chinese troops must immediately be withdrawn from
the confines of Vietnam and military demonstrations on
the borders of Laos and preparations for an incursion
into this country must be stopped. The Chinese
aggressors should know that the more crimes they conit,
the more severely they will have to pay for them. 134/

Moreover, a major speech by General Secretary Brezhnev also that day was

exceedingly constrained. 135/ As a statement of intent this last communication

allowed a conclusion that the USSR remained unwilling to undertake any violent

action against China. More likely, though, the Louis article and the new

government statement were meant to remind Peking of the risk it would run if

it did not keep to a schedule in line with Keng Pia3's earlier forecast and to

caution Peking againsz substituting Laos as a scene of conflict or widening the

conflict into that nation. Rather than try to push Moscow further an having

other reasons to pull bick as well, Peking offered a ne, reassurance the

following day and, two days after that, ordered a withdrawal. 136/

After Chinese troops began to depart Vietnam a Soviet landing ship able

to carry several hundred troops departed for Vietnam accompanied by a

destroyer. About a week later, this ship and Soviet transpoit aircraft

engaged in redeploying Vietnamese troops and equipment from southern to

• 'p
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northern Vietnam. 137/ Visits by a Soviet cruiser, submarine and

i- telligence-gathering vessels to Da Nang and Cam Ranh Bay also were

reported; and, for the first time, maritime reconnaissance aircraft

* pat olling from the USSR, rather than return to a base in the Soviet

Far Ezst, landed in V'e.nam. Altho :go r,,e Sovlet navy had good

opr'iational reasons tc, uti.ize fai .a.is "o Vietnav, these activities

albo may have been meain t as n c. ie t n 116.ing against directing new

vi:.*'ence at Vietnam, for Hanoi c'for/(., Peking no conci.%latlon on the

isries between thra.

In the light of Dst SovieL. behavio- suad par'icula~ly Hanoi's own

or-:rnc d.1, 4.un. the a.-cor,- '.dcL6,hina va- Ve tir ~3 I .tates j; the

enemy, it iwcwle Le 'rM.k.b to conclude that the Vietnaa , -ere shocked

b) ;he absence of Sovtel: , ':tica.--military ac-ion that v-,ht seriously

have been aimed at d,%..errinr i C'Uise attc% or limiting its duration

and &'ojec-ives much mor%. narrowly. if Han., did tevertheless hope for

greatex cupport, it also could not 'iclp but recognize that, as in 1965-72

and ikE Nc. th Korea, Cub5 and China in the past, the general threat

presented by the USSR aed uncertainty about Soviet behavior was essential

to the limits Peking did observe and was of continuing importance to the

security of Vietnam. This dependency, wnic'. .. r.inues to assure Vietnamebe

political alliance to the USSR, lessens the pressure upon the USSR to use

armed forces on behalf of Hanoi-at least while the survival of that regime

Is not in seriouv caestian; vhich is not to say that if Peking determined

t take over Vietnam as Wk:. toOA- over Kampuchea, the USSR would necessarily

go to war with ....

(
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Chapter 4

THE SECURITY OF THE REVOLUTION AND HOMELAND

While the USSR has used armed forces to create and maintain

a position of dominance in Eastern Europe and to support the security

of communist allies elsewhere, Moscow has also perceived serious

threats by foreign powers to the security of the USSR and used mili-

tary diplomacy to forestall or otherwise meet these dangers.

Soviet security concerns and the Kremlin's strong reactions and

often provocation cannot be comprehended properly without an under-

standing of early Soviet history as well as the impact upon the

USSR of World War II. Because of its historical experiences and

the ideological beliefs of the Bolsheviks and their successors,

national defense has been an especially salient concern in the USSR.

Things might be different if Russians could be told only

about invasions by Teutonic knights and Tartars in the thirteenth

and fourteenth centuries, Poles in the seventeenth century, and

Napolean--that is, destructive wars not within modern memory and

for which Czarist counterparts can be found. The First World War,

the Russian Civil War and World War II updated this list, however,

and left as a legacy to Sovie' citizens the belief that their na-

tion could be invaded and destroyed. Other Zrightening experiences

within recall are threats presented along the Chinese borderlands

in the 1920s and 1930s, and the aggressiveness of Japan against

the Soviet Far East prior to the Second World War. Soviet auth-

tM
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orities, both civilian and military, who have themselves retained

these memories, have also used them as a historical foundatin

justifying unyielding attention to the Soviet armed forces' most

important mission--defending the Revolution and homeland. l/

Early Experiences

Soviet history, as it is known in the USSR, begins with the

October Revolution of 1917 and the Civil War that ensued almost

immediately. 2/ One of the Bolsheviks' first objectives after

seizing power was a peace agreement with Germany and withdrawal

from the First World War. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March

1917 ending hostilities on the eastern front resulted in the west-

ern members of the Entente, principally Great Britain and France,

but also including the United States, intervening in support of

the Bolsheviks' antagonists--the Whites--in the Civil War that

lasted into the 1920s. In addition to sending arms, ammunition and

other war materiel, thousands of Western troops fought or otherwise

cooperated with the Whites in virtually all theaters of the con-

flict. Although the allies' initial objective was to reopen the

eastern front, the end of World War I in November 1917 did not lead

to the Western military units' withdrawal or an end to their support

of the anti-Bolshevik forces. 3/

The Bolsheviks and their successors have always believed that

the Civil War was fought against counter-revolution and imperialism,

these forces seeking to snuff out the light of progress and reatore

the old order. The most formidable danger was world imperialism.
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Politburo member, Defense Minister and Marshal of the Soviet

Union A. A. Grechko wrote not long before his death in 1976 'the

young Republic of Soviets was in a fiery ring of fronts...the

chief danger was foreign military intervention...All reactionary

forces united under the banner of anti-Sovietism...1iitthj a com-

mon goal of crushing the power of the Soviets, anl restoring capital-

ism in Russia." 4/ "Soviet P.usAz Was invaded by some fifteen

countries, including the United States, in order to strangle the

revolution' and restore the old order, said Leonid Brezhnev in

1979. 5/

The Civil War and particularly the Allied intervention left

as its legacy to the new rulers of Russia a mentality of encircle-

ment, isolation and ruling under siege in .z alien and'hostile

world. 6/ Relaxation could not be afforded; remaining on guard

was a necessity. To assume that the new Soviet state could ever

be accepted by a capitalist world was a deluslon, and to act on

this basis was to invite aggression. "Never,..forget we are sur-

rounded by a capitalist world," Stalin advised. 7/ Continued

military preparedness being requisite, ninety percent of the reg-

ular army or approximately one-half million troops remained guard-

ing Soviet frcatvers after the end of the Civil War. 8/

A potentially serious threat to the Soviet Far East was ?Fe-

sented following the overthrow of the warlord governmnt in north

China in 1928 and alliance of Manchuria with the Nationalist gov-

ernment of Chiang Kai-shek in Nanking. The Chinese then began to



4-4

question Russian imperial privileges obtained by the Czars and

moved troops up to the Soviet-Manchuria border. Moscow also re-

info:ced its position and established a Special Far Eastern Army

headquartered at Khabarovsk. In October-November 1929, after Sov-

iet troop strength in the area had been increased from 34,000 to

1-3,000, Soviet ground and air units and the Amur Flotilla destroyed

the Chinese military threat in northern Manchuria. These victories

and the continuing threat Soviet forces presented to Manchuria com-

pelled the Chinese to sign, in December 1929 in Khabarovsk, a

protocol accepting the Soviet positio., 1/

The Mukden incident in 1931 and Japan's establishment of the

puppet state of Manchukuo a year later further increased Soviet

security concerns in Central Asia and the Far East. In 1934 Sov-

iet ground and air units intervened against a Japanese supported

Chinese force in Sinklang; Soviet units penetrated hundreds of

udles into Chinese territory in this instance. (Soviet military

man helped quell a revolt in Sinkiang in 1937.)10/ In 1935 Moscow

became .especially concerned to reinforce its military position in

Outer Mongolia. Tokyo not only seemed ready to take over this

country; Japanese military forces, it was feared, were also pre-

pared to cut the Trans-Siberian railway and attack the Soviet Far

East. The test came in August 1939 when, after a numbec of small

battles, a Soviet-Mongol force led by General G. K. Zhukov de-

cisively defeated a large Japanese-Manchukuon force, the latter

sustaining perhaps as many as 55,000 casualties. This action

followed by days the massing of Japanese and Soviet divisions and
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incidents in the USSR-Manchukuo-Korea border area around Changu-

fung, where too the Soviet military and political position proved

strongest. 11/

Between August 1937, when the USSR and the Nationalist govern-

ment in China signed a treaty of nonaggression, and 1941 Moscow

provided military support to China in its war against Japan. Arms,

training officers, and other advisers were sent to aid China's

defense. Also provided was large-scale combat air support including,

by the end of 1939, more than 1,000 aircraft and the talents of

perhaps more than 2,000 Soviet pilots. 12/ This participation in

China's war against Japan ended only after Tokyo and Moscow signed

their own nonaggression pact in 1941.

The Creation of West Germany

The Great Patriotic War of 1941-45 is clearly the other great

event in Soviet history next to the Revolution and Civil War. Be-

tween June 1941, when Hitler launched Operation Barbarossa against

Russia with a force of 3.3 million men, and May 1945 more than 20

million Russians were killed, and more than 70,000 towns and vil-

lages, and 1700 cities were subjected to the destruction of war. 13/

No nation, except perhaps Poland, suffered as greatly.

Not surprisingly, the principal foci of Soviet geostrategic

interest after World War II were Eastern and Central Europe.

Czechoslovakia, where the local communist party was popular was

evacuated in late 1945 by the Red Army in conjunction with a similar

withdrawal by the U.S. Army. Elsewhere in Eastern Europe, as was

observed earlier, Soviet military power remained steadfast and was
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used by Stalin to guarantee the consolidation of Soviet power.

That issue over the future of Germany led Stalin to provoke theV|
first great crisis of the cold war and that Soviet military power

was turned to regularly for two decades thereafter as a means for

influencing developments in West Germany and the status of West

Berlin are comprehensible to Russians in the light of the Second

World War and as actions to contiol the course of a nation capable

of again becoming a great power, exerting a powerful influence on

the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe, and, too, threatening the

security of the USSR. Of further consternation from the Soviet

perspective, West Germany became the client and ally of the United

States, which after World War II was perceived in the USSR as the

A new leader of anti-Soviet forces in the world.

Of Soviet political-military policy in the transition from

World War II to the Berlin blockade, a relatively clear picture is

perceivable. In the context of the war the Red Army occupied vast

amounts of territory around the USSR's frontiers. The immediate

and legitimizing objective was the defeat of Germany and Japan;

the longer-term political goal was to establish spheres of influ-

ence satisfying Soviet security and ideological interests and

what may be termed something of an imperial imperative. But Eur-

ope was the primary theater of interest and where some risks were

considered worth taking (Czechoslovakia and Berlin). Asia arid the

Near East were secondary, evidenced by the withdrawals from Iran

and China and the concurrent retreat from pressure upon Turkey, all

im"A
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following first signs of serious U.S. objection.

Even in Europe, though, Stalin was cautious and not imprudent.

The creation of satellites was staged over several years; the Red

Army initially withdrew from Czechoslovakia; and Yugoslavia was

able to break away. The one great attempt to compel Western be-

havior--that is, the blockade--was carefully worked up to and con-

trolled, and related to Germany, the place of greatest significance

to Soviet security. Before considering the blockade, it is worth

observing about Soviet priorities and sensitivity that Stalin elec-

ted not to sovietize the sector of Austria held by the Red Army

and did not press Finland for anything beyond neutrality and

acceptance of the territorial losses suffered in 1941 after the

Winter War. Specific interests explaining these acts of restraint

would seem to have been, respectively, Central Europe's neutraliza-

tion and Sweden's remaining nonaligned.

The blockade of Berlin wa3 linked most imidiately to the

Western allies' insistence on the economic rehabilitation of their

zones of occupation in Germany and Berlin. More deeply at issue,

though, was the future relationship of Germany between East and

West, and the existence of a Western enclave deep within the Soviet

sphere of influence. The firm alignment of France and Italy with

the West in the spring of 1948, manifested by the electoral defeat

of the Italian Communist Party in April 1943 and Prance's support

of the U.S.-British position on Germany, probably indicated to the

Kremlin the necessity for strong action to prevent the establish-

ment of a unified western Germany and to obtain Western acceptance

-*
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of a strong Soviet voice and even veto of their zonal policies. The

more limited objective apparent was to demonstrate the USSR's con-

trol over, if not the cession of, the western sectors of Berlin.

The airlift allowed the West to evade the blockade, while the con-

current Western military build-up in Europe may have cautioned

Stalin against further provocative action that he may have contem-

plated. 14/

Ever cautious, Stalin built up to the blockade slowly. Moscow

first threatened to oust the West from Berlin in January 1948.

Coupled with this threat, Soviet troops forced the return of a train

carrying Germans from Berlin to the British occupation zone. Then

from late March into April, Western air, rail, road and barge traf-

fic was harassed. In response to these actions in January and

March-April, Washington deployed in each instance a number of B-29

nuclear bombers to Germany as a signal of resolve and U.S. military

power. More Important, however, may have been the lack of an effec-

tive Western reaction to the coup in Czechoslovakia. New curbs

were imposed on Western traffic with Berlin in early June, the com-

plete surface blockade being inaugurnted in mid-month.

In imposing the blockade Stali-a left the next move to the

West, however. No attempt was made to seriously interfere with the

airlift, which was almost certainl expected in light of the West-

ern recourse to this means in earlier months. The Soviets may,

in fact, have been initially pleased about this activity, per-

ceiving it as a safety valve allowing the West to come around slow-

ly, which was perhaps preferable to the sudden shock to the West of
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losing all physical communication with West Berlin. What sur-

prised Moscow was the size of the airlift able to be mounted and

its effectiveness. Stalin was also careful not to threaten the

West with war; thus no Soviet divisions were massed on frontiers,

nor were Soviet forces in Gtrmany heavily reinforced.

Although major East-West crises over Soviet threats aimed

directly at West Berlin and more generally at the status of West

Germany did not occur again until 1958-59 and 1961, there was no

absence of lesser confrontations in the interim. Not too long

after the blockade was abandoned in the spring of 1949 the West

began to discuss the subject of West German rearmament. Upsetting

to many of Bonn's Western European neighbors, this talk mortified

the Kremlin. In Adam Ulam's words: "To the Soviet Union, West

German rearmament was t:e main danger to her post-war positions,

and the prevention of such a contingency was a principal aim of her

foreign policy. In retrospect it is not too much to say that a re-

armed West Germany was considered a greater danger than the Amer-

ican monopoly or superiority in atomic weapons." 15/

One way that the Kremlin coped with this di3cussion, which

was concluded on an affirmative note finally in 1954, was to turn

the screw on West Berlin. As related to a number of specific

curves in the road tow.qrd West German rearmament, western aircraft

were buzzed by Soviet aircraft in the cortidors between West Berlin

and West Germany; autobahn, rail and barge traffic was harassed

and at times blocked; threatening military deployments were made:

(and pointed exercises were held. Like the blockade, though, these
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actions were carefully controlled. To cite a few examples: In

the summer of 1951 a squadron of Soviet jet aircraft overflew

Templehof airport in West Berlin after Chancellor Adenauer dis-

closed his governmeut's plan to establish a 250,000 man army and

Bonn signed a proposal for a European army that included provision

for German equality. 16/ Five 2onths later the enclave was sub-

jected to a series of infringements on its traffic with the West

seemingly in response to the combination of 1) Presidett Truman's

and Prime Minister Churchill's backing of the European Defense

Community and its inclusion of German military power; 2) a NATO

agreement to support the development of h 1,000 plane-plus GFR

tactical air force; and 3) Chancellor Adenauer's demand for West

Getrmany's full inclusion in NATC. 17/ The last scene in this act

took the form of a series of Soviet fighter aircraft attacks upon

British military and civilian aircraft in March 1953, just after

Stalin's death. France was then delaying action on the EDC, while

Britain was supporting it; while, for its part, the Bundestag was

preparing to vote on the EDC the follo' ing week, 18/ Thereafter

the new S,'zet leadership embarked on a peace program directed at

the West, one element of hich proved to be a respite for West

Berlin and the Western presence there.

The Soviet Union Encircled

When the great wartime alliance finally unraveled and the

cold war erupted fully in 1947-48 the USSR also became concerned

that the United States and its European allies would also join to
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them formerly more neutral nations around the periphery of the

Soviet empire. Here too on a number of occasions, to deter these

neighbors from identifying their fortunes with the West, S'alin

resorted to raising the threat of Soviet military power. This

danger was first presented by Iran.

Stalin must have been anxious about the direction Teheran

would take the moment he determined to withdraw the Red Army from

northern iran under U.S. pressure in early 1946, although he might

also have had hope that the withdrawal would lead to Iran's rati-

fying a major oi2 agreement concluded earlier and improved rela-

tions in the future. 19/ Whatever the case, in the spring of 1947

a U.S. agreement to sell arms to Iran was reported. Thereupon

itberan called upon the USSR for compensation payments related to

the earlier Soviet occupation. When Premier Qavam es-Saltaneh

then reformed his government to include several more pro-Western

members and the Soviet-Iranian oil agreement was placed in doubt,

3,000 Soviet troops with armor and artillery were reportedly massed

on Iran's border with the USSR and a significant infiltration

effort was mounted. 20/ After Teheran moved to further reinforce

its ties with the West in 1948 and 1949, Soviet troops and air-

craft entered upon campaigns of border incursions and attacks upon

Iranian frontier posts.

Stalin's purpose in massing roops on Iran's border in June

1951 was of a different sort. Earlier that spring the Western-favored

Premier, General Ali Razmara, had been assassinated, whereupon the

* -Majlis (Iran's parliament) voted to nationalize the Western-con-

--
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trolled oil fields and the nationalist Mohammed Mossadegb became

Premier. A~companying these events were communist-led riots in

the Anglo-Iranian oil fields in KhuzisLan and the staging of a

massive rally in Teheran on May Day by the communist-dor'atated

Tudeh Party. These developments surely brought about rejoicing in

the Kremlin which, no doubt, hoped for a further progression in

thisO irection. The massing of troops on Iran's border in this

context would seem to have had three purposes: to encourage the

communists in Iran; to intimidate the Iranian government against

harsh action directed at its Tudeh allies; and to deter Britain

and the United States from intervening militarily. Fear of Soviet

intervention in northern Iran was an important factor leading

Britain not to intervene, notwithstanding reports of British naval

movements in the Persian Gulf. The Truman administration, unlike

London, appears to have been more generally opposed to milicary

action, at least whi" '-e Red Army did not intervene. 21/

Nor did Moscow fc.... to react to the growth of ties between

the United States and Scandinavian nations in 1947-49. Earlier,

when the United States sought to obtain naval and air facilities

in 4celand, the USSR made known a desire for bases on the Norwegian

island of Spitzbergen; Moscow also appeared then to delay its with-

qrawal of troops from Denmark's Bornholm Island, which had been

invaded by Sovie; forces after German units there had refused to

surrender at war's end. This Soviet occupation was terminated in

the spring of 1946 on condition that only Danish military units
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would reoccupy the island. 22/ In Moscow's mind at that time was

probably the presence then of British troops in Denwark. Stalin's

willingness to withdraw, it might be surmised, was meant to reduce

its Scandinavian neighbors' fears and to avoid driving them closer

to the United States; its occurrence at the same time as those with-

drawals from !ran and China also suggests its being part of a

%roader strategem to retrench and allay Western anxieties about

Soviet military power being used to extend Soviet frontiers and

control indiscriminately.

By 1948 the U.S.-Soviet competition in Scandinavia was intense

and became increasingly heavy-handed. When the Kremlin pressed

Finland to sign a treaty ut friendship the United States sent a

task force including the aircraft carrier Valley Forge to visit

Norway in anticipation of a Soviet diplomatic drive upon Oslo tu

gain acceptance of a treaty similar to the one being neg3tiated

with Helsinki. 23/ After the Berlin blockade was inaugurated and

Denmark sought arms from the United States ind seemed otherwise

drawing closer to the West, Soviet naval and air forces demon-

strated Moscow's displeasure by repeatedly violating Copenhagen's

sovereignty over Bornholm IsJand in exercises during September 1948.

Sweden opted to maintain its century-and-a-half-old position

of neutrality, unlike Norway and Denmark which became charter sig-

natories of the North Atlantic Treaty. Following the onset of

the Korean War, though, Sweden did not remain immune from the

U
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heightened tension in Europe and, like the West, moved to increase

defense spending and gave serious attention to the possibility of

Soviet aggression in the west. Soviet embassy activities and

espionage by Swedish communists added to the concern and movement

of Stockholm toward somewhat closer relations with the West, in-

cluding, for example, a symbolic visit by Premier Tage Erlander

to Washington. 24/ An apparent expression of Moscow's displeasure

at this change in Sweden's attitude was the shooting down of twc

Swedish air force planes into the Baltic in mid-June 1952 Jist when

the Swedes were beginning a major espionage trial. 25/

In this same line, it is worth recalling that the military

threats to Yugoslavia in 1949 and 1951 were related, at least in

part, to improved relations between Belgrade and Washington. Thus

one month following the attack on the two Swedish aircraft and two

days after the United :>ates announced its intention to send jet

aircraft, tanks, and heavy artillery to Yugoslavia, a Soviet jet

fighter aircraft flew into Yugoslav air space. 26/

Also in 1952, the Kremlin used political-military diplomacy

to express dissatisfaction to capan in response to Tokyo's tying

itself closely to the United States. Like the USSR in Eastern

Europe, after the end of the war in the Pacific the United States

effectively barred Moscow from having any effective influence upon

political deyelopments in Japan. Unsurprisingly, the Kremlin took

considerable umbrage at this. Stalin wanted Japan to assume a pos-

ture of neutrality and to enter into close relations with the USSR



•77,* -7 777 1% . ...... . ,

4-15

and later the People's Republic of China. Insofar as the Kremlin

foresaw South Korea being taken over by the North, it could be ex-

pected that Japan's neutralization was probably seen leading to the

exclusion cf Western influence from Northtast Asia, inevitable

dominance of the region by the USSR, and the gradual "finlandization"

[of Japan.
Soviet hostility zoward Tokyo increased greatly when Japan

became the comnmand and supply zenter for U.S. military operations

during the Korean War and even more so when the United States and

its allies signed a peace treaty with Japan and Tokyo entered into

a bilateral defense pact with Washington in 1951. Failing to obtain

its objectives at the San Francisco conference, Moscow refused to

sign the peace treaty, and when the security agreement was ratified

by the U.S. Senate and declared to be in effect by President Truman

in April 1952, the Soviet ambassador to the United States declared

it 'illegal'. 27/

Following this event and Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida's

informing the USSR that Japan no longer recognized the Soviet mission

in Tokyo, Soviet warships and aircraft carried out military exer-

cises near the eastern tip of Hokkaido. 28/ The final straw, for

Stalin though, was Tokyo's recognition of Pationalist China and

barring of ties with the People's Republic. Thereupon Moscow re-

called its representative in Tokyo, Major General A.P. Kislenko, and

within the next several weeks entered upon a campaign of regular

intrusion by lighter aircraft operating from Sakhalin and the Kuriles
'I

.4
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into Japanese airspace and over Hokkaido. 29/ These violations

went on for six months and were ended in their regularity only

after the United States decided to reinforce its air presence in

Hokkaido and have F-86 aircraft intercept the MIGs. So that Mos-

cow might not renew these activities, General Mark Clark, U.S.

military commander in the Far East, was allowed to publically

direct his pilots 'to shoot, if and when they contacted Communist

MIG's'. 30/

What is observed, in summary, between 1948 and 1953 is the

use of Soviet military power to not only insure the sovietization

of Eastern Europe, the security of China, and relations with North

Korea (as observed in chapter three), but also to deter the develop-

ment of a fourth German reich and forestall encirclement by a co-

hesive set oi formal and informal alliances led by the United States.

This latter diplomacy generally proved futile; it did not deter the

United States and tended to drive regional targets closer to Wash-

ington.

The Continuing Problem of Germany

The events in Poland and especially Hungary in the fall of

1956 led the Kremlin to worry deeply about the attractiveness of

West Berlin tc East Germans. Within the GDR and neighboring its

capital, this city was, in effect, an outpost where Eastern Europeans

could obtain a glimpse of the West and exit socialist paradise.

It also offered sanction to political refugees. Thus in the after-

math of the turbulence in Eastern Europe in October-November 1956

Soviet troops began to delay and inspect closely trains and military
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convoys going between West Berlin and West Germany and to demand

greater documentation for transit. 31/ In October 1957 a complete

border closing was efftcted while the GDR carried out a currency

changeover, and in January 1958 U.S. army trains were forced to re-

main at Marienborn in a dispute over procedures.

Of even greater importance to Moscow, though, was the role

of West Germany within NATO and the extent of the Federal Republic's

rearmament. Prompting new Soviet anxiety and diplomatic offensive

against the West was the U.S. proposal in 1957 to emplace sizable

numbers of tactical nuclear weapons and intermediate range ballistic

missiles in Europe and to train non-U.S. NATO military men to use

them. The NATO council resolution in December 1957 to station

ballistic missiles on West German soil was a matter of the utmost

importance to the USSR. The Kremlin wanted to *ar the possibility

of Bonn gaining any access to nuclear weapons and, if possible, to

obtain West Germany's neutralization. 32/ Further, Moscow sought

Western recognition of the East German regime and of the GDR's

borders and to terminate the difficulties West Berlin was cauring

its ally, these difficulties being accentuated in 1957-58 by the

Ulbricht government's drive to socialize Agriculture and industry. 33/

By the fall of 1958 over 10,000 people were leaving the GDR for

the West each month. 34/ In Khrushchev 's words, "the most acute

problem facing us was the Germa, question. All other matters...

depended upon our finding a solution in Germany--ana the German

question in turn depended on the issue of West Berlin." 35/
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The first tack taken by thL U3SR was to "support" the Rapacki

proposal made in the fall of 1957, for a nuclear free zone in Cen-

tral Europe (that is, East and West Germany, Poland, and Czecho-

slovakia). This was followed in January 1958 by a much wider-ranging

Soviet memorandum calling for nuclear weapons free "zones of pea:e"

in Europe, and conventional force reductions and measures to ' re-

vent surprise attack in Europe. Moscow also announced unilateral

troop reductions at this tim'. br ther u pere a summit pro-

posal and then threat to deploy ballistic missiles to the GDR,

Poland and Czechoslovakia if NATO would not come around. When all

of these actions came to nought, Khrushchev prompted the 1958-59

Berlin "deadline" crisis.

The 1958 "Deadline" Crisis

In a speech on November 10, 1958 Khrushchev declared it time

'to renounce the remnants of the occupation regime in Berlin' and

announced Moscow's intention of handing over its powers in Berlin

to East Germany, thus forcing the West to recognize and to deal

with the Ulbricht regime. 36/ When the West failed to react, Soviet

troops four days later detained several U.S. army trucks for eight and

a half hours on the autobahn outside Berlin. 37! Finally on November

27 the Kremlin announced that if it could not reach an agreement with

the West making West Berlin a demilitarized city within a sovereign

East Germany within six months, it would thcea sign a separate accord

with the GDR. This ultimatum caused great consternation and diplomatic

activity among Western leaders and, to an extent, succeeded in turning

the members of NATO against one another. In the end, though, Khrushchev
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accepted a proposal for a foreign ministers conference at Geneva

and, in effect, withdrew the element of a deadline.

What is especially interesting for our purpose is the minimal

Soviet use of demonstrative military power throughout this crisis.

The autobahn incident of November 10 was a small affair, apparently

meant to remind the West of its tenuous position in West Berlin.

Such was the purpose too of halting a U.S. Army truck convoy from

Berlin in early February and buzzing in the Berlin air corridors of

U.S. transport aircraft flying at high altitudes (in turn, signalling

U.S. readiness for a new airlift) in early spring 1959. 38/ Although

Soviet leaders made numerous claims about the USSR's development and

production of intercontinental ballistic missiles and asserted an

achievement of strategic parity, the Red Army and air forces in East

Germany, as elsewhere in Eastern Europe, were not reinforced and

Western aircraft were never fired upon; nor was any mini-blockade

established. 39/ The real threat was presented verbally and applied

to the future: If the West ,,sled force against East Germany after the

Ulbricht regime took action to iaolate and gain control of West Ber-

lin, which was expected to follow a Soviet-GDR accord, then the USSR

would fulfill its military commitment to the GDR as a Warsaw Pact

ally. 40/

Although restrained, U.S. military activity during the crisis;

was more noteworthy than that by the USSR: In a move designed to

be unobserved publicly but seen clearly by Soviet intelligence,

the rosters of U.S. combat and suprort units in Europe were filled

(
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out; air force transport flights showed off their readiness for

an airlift; and in May, as the deadline approached, nuclear weapons

laden U.S. airctaft carriers put to sea in an alert posture in the

Mediterranean while Marines were alerted for rapid movement to

West Berlin. 41/ These U.S. military activities were prudent; al-

though unnecessary if Khrushchev had no intention of signing a

unilateral accord with East Germany, they ma) have played a role

in leading to or, more likely confirmed, that course.

Between the trailing off of the deadline crisis and waning of

the Spirit of Camp David, terminated finally by the U-2 incident and

collapse of the Paris smm~hit conference, Khrushchev sought his ob-

jectives in Central Europe by investing in personal and traditional

diplomacy. Serious pressure upon West Berlin might have been exerted

beginning in the spring of 1960 had Khrushchev not they become occupied

bi other matters of conflict with the United States, including de-

velopments in Cuba, the Congo snd Laos, the disarmament negotiations

in Geneva and the RB-47 incident. 42/ Although under intense domestic

pressure within the party and constrained by the public emergence of

the rift with China, Khrushchev seems to have concluded that in

this environment the risk was too great of losing control after prompt-

ing a new Berlin crisis. Also, having already failed with Eisenhower,

Khrushchev seems to have been prepared to wait until a new President

was in office, himself rooting for the Democrats (first Adlai Steven-

son and then John F. Kennedy). 43/ In October 1960 Khrushchev ex-

plicitly threatened a new crisis in April 1961 if the new administra-
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tion did not agree to a summit meeting then.

The Ulbricht regime in East Germany did not stand aside in

abeyance, however. In September, just before Khrushchev left for

the U.N. General Assembly session, the GDR demanded that West Ber-

liners obtain special police permits in order to travel in East

Berlin. When the Western allies retaliated in kind, a Soviet fighter

aircraft buzzed a British airliner, almost causing it to crash. 44/

The East Germans and their lobby in the USSR may also have been re-

sponsible for Khrushchev's aforementioned demand for a new summit.

The 1961 Aide-Memoire Crisis

Khrushchev launched his new offensive on Germany in early June

1961 at the Vienna summit meeting. Unless the West agreed to the

"normalization" of the status of Berlin, the USSR would sign a

unilateral accord with the GDR, the Soviet leader told President

Kennedy. The new President wag also given an aide-memoire calling

for the two Geriranys to sign within six months either a reunification

agreement or separate treaties with each of the four powers. Berlin

was to become a "free city" with access controlled by East Germany.

In mid-June Khrushchev made these demands public and in early July

he announced an increase in Soviet defense spending and suspension

of planned troop cuts. President Kennedy responded publicly on

July 25 by announcing in a televised speech a recommitment to Western

rights in Berlin and his intention to ask Congress to authorize the

following measures: an increase in defense spending of $3.2 billion

(about $7.2 billion in 1978 dollars); an increase in military manpower

- 4'(~ ~~*~ S.~
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of 217,000 personnel; expanded draft calls; a call-up of reserves;

the retention or reactivation of ships and aircraft slated for re-

tireaent; and an increase in civil defense spending. 45/

During the next three months after this stcking of positions

and before the air of crisis trailed off, the Kremlin used Soviet

armed forces for two purposes: to support the Ulbricht regime's

sealing off of West Berlin from the GDR, and to Les,-f i 'ind to

the consequent U.S. military buildup in Europe. After the Kennedy

administration indicated it would not abandon West Berlin quizkly,

if at all, the Kremlin finally responded affirmatively to the GDR's

desperation to take definitive action to stop the exit of East Germans

through West Berlin (this flight increased dramatically after the

crisis began) and terminate the powerful influence exerted by the

latter upon East Germans. In a show of support, when East German

border police moved on August 12-13 to seal off West Berlin, Moscow

had two Soviet divisions surround the city.

To these actions the United States responded only symbolically--

on August 14-16 a U.S. Army battle group was sent to West Berlin,

tours of duty for 26,000 U.S. naval personnel were extended, and 113

reserve and national guard units were alerted; whereupon the USSR

responded in kind by holding military maneuvers in the USSR and

probed further on August 23 via notes to Washington, Lcndon and

Paris threatening to close off their access to West Berlin by air.

On the previous day the GDR had closed off all but one of the West

Berlin border crossing points open to foreigners, including occupa-

tion troops, und had established a 100 meter no-man's-land around the
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enclave. However, no Soviet military moves accompanied the East

German action on the 22d or this new major threat for which, unlike

the sealing off of West Berlin from East Berlin and East Germany

(formally, four power authority still existed in Berlin), not a

shred of legal foundation could be demonstrated. As to those Soviet

military activities beginning on August 29, these occurred as part

of a tit-for-tat game with the United States which ensued following

the strong U.S. military reaction to the above mentioned Soviet threat.

The day after the Soviet notes were delivered 1,000 U.S. troops,

with tanks, were deployed along the West-East Berlin perimeter; and

on the 25th 76,500 U.S. reservists were called up. This was fol-

lowed on the 29th and 30th by the Kremlin announcing the retention

on active duty of personnel about to be released into the reserves

and resumption of nuclear weapons testing. Four days later, while

four U.S. Air Force fighter squadrons were being deployed to Europe,

the Scviets also announced naval exercises to be held in the Barents

and Kara seas. These exercises, beginning on September 12, were

sandwiched by the resumption of U.S. underground nuclear testing

and the deployment of airborne troops from Lhe United States to Greece

ano Turkey, exercises in the Mediterranean area, and a call-up of

two U.S. national guard divisions and 249 smaller reserve and guard

units. The only Sovipt action interfering with Western air access to

West Berlin was the unannounced harassment on one day in mid-September

of several U.S. airliners by Soviet fighters.

The frequency and significance .,f military activity by both

sides slowed down beginning in late September. Realizing that the

" '' a 'e W c. ,L .,: . .. .... ., .. . , . ... .... o ... .. ... .. .. ..
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Berlin Wall was the mot that could be achieved without a serious

risk of war and with the six month petiod given in his June aide-

memoire approaching an end, Khrushchev used this opportunity and the

forum of the twenty-second Soviet Party Congress to lift the deadline.

How to explain the confrontation then ten days later, on October

26, of a number of U.S. and ten Soviet tanks at the Friedrichstrasse

crossing (Checkpoint Charley)? Khrushchev claims a simple explanation:I*,.e Kremlin was persuaded that the United States was preparing to

use bulldozers, tanks and infantry to tear down certain portions

of the newly established Wall and deployed units to face those

forces down and deter that action. 46/ If the Kennedy administration

was preparing for a probe of this sort or U.S. actions gave such

an appearance, then the Soviet deployment could be accepted as a

reactive demonstration of a powerful commitment. Checking to see if

it might be able to bring the Wall down literally or figuratively,

and revise its effect, the United States, according to this line,

found the Kremlin prepared to defend its position.

A second explanation is that local tension around this crossing

rose to the point that each side found itself plunged into a face-

off as a means of informing the other that it would not tolerate

some new revision of the status quo. This thought would explain

why both sides could claim a tactical victory. Although neither might

have intended aggressive behavior, both could thus perceive its

action as one of successful deterrence. A third and more complex

account relates this cot.frontation to developments at the Soviet
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party congress and Khrushcnev's consequent need to regain lost

authority while demonstrating that the United States could not be

finessed out of Wrst Berlin. In short, this argument suggests that

faced with attacks by the Chinese and Soviet party hawks, Khrushchev

provoked tite confrontation to demonstrate his personal will, to

check tj see how committed the West indeed was, and, if the United

States did reaci strongly, to be able to identify continuing opposi-

tion to an end to the crisis as courting war. 47/

The Missile Crisis

Khrushchev's last attempt to solve the threat of West Germany

and West Berlin to future Soviet security and the GDR prompted the

Cuban missile crisis. After sorting out the essential failure of

the 1961 campaign--Bonn's role within NATO continued to grow, and

West Berlin remained a Western enclave within East Germany--there

was apparently no serious inclination in Moscow to repeat this

experience, itself reinforcing the failure of the 1958-59 "deadline"

gambit; which is not to say the Kremlin was -villing to low Western

contidence about this conclusion: Thus, for example, in early Decem-

ber 1961 Soviet military men delayed a U.S. Army convoy outside

Berlin and in February and March Soviet planes flew through the

Berlin air corridors and dropped chaff to confuse Western radars.

Another U.S. Army convoy was blocked in May. Rather than pursue

this futile line, however, Khrushchev appears to have become pei:--

suaded, probably during the spring of 1962, that he could attain

his objectives by emplacing strategic nuclear forces in Cuba and

* .4..'r.fVr',rs< - - 4..
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then trade this deploymeLit for an acceptable settlement on Germany.,8/

As Tatu has observed:

The objective of the manoeuvre
was clearly Berlin. Ever since
Khrushchev had raised the issue
in 1958, the Russians had tried
all possible tactics: first
pressure (the six-month ultimatum),
then smiles (at Camp David), then
pressure again and even the fist-
b-inging session (during Khrushchev's
sumer offensive of 1961). Every-
thing had been in vain. In the
spring of 1962 an entirely fresh
approach was needed. Khrushchev's
prestige was largely at stake and
his adversaries in the communist
camp were using the issue as a
weapon against him. 49/

To relieve this pressure, Khrushchev ordered sent to Cuba

in the summer and fall of 1962 the following armaments: medium

range (1,100 nautical miles) ballistic missiles; intermediate range

(2,200 nautical miles) ballistic missiles; IL-28 (Beagle) bombers

capable of carrying up to 6000 pounds of nuclear or non-nuclear

ordnance; surface-to-air and cruise missiles; missile patrol boats;

and MIG-21 fighter aircraft. With these weapon systems came 22,000

military personnel and technicians including, in addition to

missile operators and presumably pilots, four regimental-size armored

units equipped with T-54 tanks, FROG surface-to-surface tactical

nuclear rockets, and anti-tank missiles. 50/

The military mission of the IRBM, MRBM, and IL-28 units was

quite clearly to present a Soviet strategic nuclear threat proximate

to the United States. The other forces--SAI.s, cruise missiles,

patrol boats, and MIG-219 and ground units--may have been sent to
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deter U.S. military action against these strategic forces and to

defend them. As related earlier, however, it is possible that at

least some of these defensive forces were sent only at Castro's

insistence--that is, as a quid *o quo--to add to Cuba's more general

security.

After President Kennedy announced the "quarantine" and insisted

upon the missijes being removed from Cuba, the Kremlin refrained

from provocative military activities. The alert of Soviet and

other Warsaw Pact forces did not surprise U.S. leaders. Soviet

submarines that joined Russian freighters enroute to Cuba were

allowed to suffer U.S. Navy harassment including their forced

surfacing. Of great significance, Moscow did not choose to

threaten Berlin itself in any way as was at least half expected by

the Kennedy administration. The only really provocative military

action directed against the United States Juring the crisis was

the shooting down over Cuba of a U-2 aircraft by a SAM missile,

almost certainly directed by Russian eyes and hands. This could

have prompted a responsive U.S. military action. The Kremlin and

Havana, viewing this action from a defensive context, though, may

have meant to signal Washington that Soviet military units in Cuba

would be used to defead against a U.S. attempt to destroy the offen-

sive missiles.

Maintaining the Status Q'o and Detente

After the forced withdrawal from Cuba the USSR provoked no new

crises over West Germany or West Berlin. Thereafter Soviet mili-

tary actions threatening West Berlin's communications were almost

.
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always in response to what Moscow took to be some specific wrong )

perpetrated by Bonn and politically threatening to East Germany andFSoviet rights in Berlin. Harassment in the air corridors and the

delay of military convoys in the spring of 1963 followed an increased

number of escapes from East Berlin, bombings along the Wall and of

the Soviet Intourist Office in West Berlin, and the announcement

that President Kennedy would visit West Berlin in June. At this

time,tno, Moscow saw Bonn using indirect methods to cxtend its

jurisdiction to West Berlin. 51/ In response to Bonn's holding a

Bundestag session in West Berlin Soviet jets overflew West Berlin

and Red Army and GDR troops closed the autobahn and paraded on it

in April 1965. Four years then elapsed before Moscow again exercised

military leverage over West Berlin, protesting in March 1969 tbe

West German Federal Assembly's meeting in the enclave to elect a

new GFR President. Forthcoming visits by British Prime Minister

Wilson and President Nixon were probably what infused Moscow to jam

Western aircraft communications and radars, close the autobahn again,

and order troop maneuvers and aircraft reinforcements.

During the course of the cold war Soviet citizens were regularly

warned and military men were exhorted that world capitalism, laed

by American imperialism and German revanchism, was waiting only for

the right moment to attack the USSR. Although the Soviet development

of nuclear weapons, long-range bombers and then intercontinental

ballistic missiles allowed the USSR to devastate the West, they did

little to allay Soviet beliefs about Western hostility toward communist

nations. The "ruling circles of the United States" were expected to

do everything possible "to presere the old, thoroughly decayed founda-
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tions of the capitalist world, to stem the progessive evolution

of human society." 52/ Although Soviet railitary power might keep

the West at bay, given the chance, the United States would use violence

against the USSR. "The threat of... preventive war by American

imperialists against the Soviet Union and other countries of the

socialist camp is quite real," Marshal V.D. Sokolovsky informed his

readers. 53/ If world war remained a distinct possibility, relaxation

could not be afforded. In addition to the danger of preemptive nuclear

attack by the United States, the Soviet Union continued to be obsessed

about West German "revanchists" and NATO aggression. 54/

Soviet perceptions of Western intent began to change seriously

only after the elections in West Germany in September 1969 and the

formation of a government by Chancellor Willy Brandt. In November

1969 the Federal Republic signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty,

and in December the Brandt government gave a positive response to Mos-

cow's long-standing call for a final peace conference to ratify the

national borders that had existed in Central Europe since the end of

the Second World War.

The increased deployment of Soviet ICBMs, the development of

missile-armed nuclear submarines, and the overall movement toward

a position of strategic parity with the United States further increased

Moscow's confidence about what could be expected of the West. Between

1962 and 1970 the ratio of U.S. to USSR strategic nuclear delivery ve-

hicles declined from approximately 7.3:1 to 1.1:1, the ratio of the

superpowers' respective force loadings (warheads) dropping from 37.5:1

rto 2.3:1. 55/ As President Nixon related in early 1970: "an inescapable
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reality of the 1970's is the Soviet Union's possession of powerful

and sophisticated strategic forces approaching, and in some categories,

exceeding ours in numbers and capability." 56/ President Nixon's op-

position to "sharp increases" in U.S. strategic weapons development and

any attempt to reverse this movement toward strategic parity, and his

decision to seek only a position of 'sufficiency' for the U.S. strategic

weapons arsenal was accepted by Moscow with satisfaction. 57/

In August 1970 Bonn signed the Treaty of Moscow, thereby rec-

ognizing the existing frontiers between East and West Germany, and

between East Germany and Poland. Also that summer East and West

reached the point of exchanging memoranda on the agenda of a European

security conference. The purpose of the large Warsaw Pact exercises

held in East Germany in October 1970 under the command of a GDR gen-

eral was to reassure the GDR as much as it was to caution the West

that 'East Germany is and will be an integral part of the East bloc',

as one Eastern European diplomat related. 58/ Traffic hold-ups by

Soviet border guards in January 1971 seemed less related to Soviet

objectives vis-a-vis the West in the on-going four power talks on

Berlin than a response to East German pressure for the USSR to up-

hold GDR interests. 59/ Further leading the Soviets in this direc-

tion was an impending visit by GFR Chancellor Brandt and President

Heinemann to West Berlin and, perhaps, the food price riots in Poland

in December 1970. That the Kremlin wanted very much to avoid pro-

voking any new serious confrontation with the United States was

signalled in the fall of 1970 by Moscow's wiZhdrawal of a submarine
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tender and termination of construction of ballistic missile sub-

marine base facilities at Cienfuegos, Cuba, upon U.S. demand that

this constituted a violation of the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement

which brought the Cuban missile crisis to an end. 60/

In 1971 the Quadripartite agreement on Berlin was signed, and

the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Agreement on Meas-

ures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War. Finally, in

1972 a SALT agreecent was reached and the Joint Declaration on Basic

Principles of Relations was signed by the United States and the

Soviet Union. There followed detente, an important element of

which was reduced Soviet suspicions about Western intent and aggress-

iveness. If Stalin assumed the inevitability of war as long as the

two different ideological camps existed, and if Malenkov and Khrushchev

concluded that war in the nuclear age was no longer a sane policy

choice, in the early 1970s Soviet political authorities began to be-

lieve that the West might be willing to accept the USSR as it is,

the existence of comunist regimes in Eastern Europe (including the

GDR), and the USSR's continued domination of Eastern Europe. The

1975 Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

signed in Helsinki in 1975 was the cap to this period of progress

as it was perceived in the USSR.

Nuclear war with the United States and future regime change in

West Germany remained matters of concern in the USSR, but Soviet

leaders appeared more and more to be thinking of the danger as one

of Western military capabilities--that is, U.S. strategic nuclear

f weapons and NATO--and not in terms of a capitalist and revanchist

'V 2 P*'t
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world waiting only for the right moment to attack or undermine the

USSR and its Western empire. Concurrently, military preparedness

to deter and defend an attack on the Revolution and homeland appeared

to become a matter of prudence rather than a panic-driven necessity.

Marshal Ustinov observed on Revolution Day 1977, "the defensive

potential of the Soviet Union is maintained at such a high level that

no one 4ould risk disturbing eur peaceful life." 61/ Expressed more

positively by Chairman Brezhnev, "people look into the future with

a growing hope." 62/

An important consequence of the agreements reached between 1969

and 1975, the continued growth of Soviet strategic as well as con-

ventional military capabilities, and Moscow's changed perspective

of the West as compared with that in decades past was an absence

of Soviet political-military operations aimed directly at the West.

-How much things had changed in Central Europe was indicated by Soviet

behavior in late 1977- early 1978 after the Western allies turned

down a request to curtail their military patrols in East Berlin.

The Kremlin responded not by action prejudicing the Western presence

in Berlin, but by increasing the number of Soviet military patrols

in West Berlin, as was its legal right.

Nevertheless, while Moscow did not perceive it necessary or

advantageous to threaten the use of military force to resolve dis-

agreements between the Warsaw Treaty nations and NATO, it did not

resist temptations to enter into conflict situations between NATO

nations, presumably for the strategic purpose of undermining the

fabric of the organization further. From a perspective of Soviet
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security interests, "...although the threat of war has been pushed

back, it has not yet been eliminated. Imperialism was and remains

a source of military danger." 63/ Many also continued to view the

USSR as an island in a hostile sea. For example, an article in

Pravda not too long ago told readers that "the American military's

bases encircle the territory of the Soviet Union and the other

Socialist community countries in a solid ring." 64/ Improved

relations between the United States and China and between Peking

and other NATO capitals added further dimension to this mentality. 65/

Adding to NATO's Troubles

To counter this continuing danger and, equally, to improve the

USSR's long-term ability to exert influence upon the West, it

appears that in May 1973, in the midst of the Cod War between Britain

and Iceland, a group of about ten surface ships flying the Red Star

and an equal number of submarines exercised in Icelandic waters.

Although this presence was not coupled with any statement of intent,

that it was coincidental seems unlikely. Soviet warships had

recently completed a major exercise in the North Atlantic and Nor-

wegian Sea; a portion of this exercise was also conducted near

the area into which the Soviet warships entered during the Cod

War. A new exercise in these waters so soon afterward was un-

usual. In the midst of this conflict between 3ritain and Iceland

another exercise area could have been found if the USSR wanted to

avoid an appearance of intervention. Insofar as the Soviet entry

also occurred following a reported request to the USSR by Iceland's

Minister of Fisheries for a gunboat to strengr:hen his nation's

V,
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coast guard and just after London ordered British warships into

the area it is reasonable to view this naval activity as a subtle

demonstration to Reykjavik thac Iceland did not have to face

Britain alune, but could have the powerful support of the USSR;

and to London that it might have to contend with a superpower. 66/

That the dispute between Britain and Iceland could at least

chink NAi'O was indicated quickly when Reykjavik, responding to Lon-

don's sending frigates to protect British trawlers, denied Royal

Air Force planes landing rights at the NATO airfield at Keflavik.

Withdrawal from NATO also became a subject of discussion in Ice-

land. 67/ Particularly in the minds of Soviet naval planners may

have been hope that the Icelandic government would hinder the impor-

tant NATO anti-submarine warfare operations dependent upon use of

the Keflavik Lir base. Continued NATO usage of this base was

already an issue in Icelandic politics and the Icelandic govern-

ment wa.s then pledged to review the matter. 68/

Moscow also appeared open to political-military diplomacy

during the 1974 Cyprus crisis. immediately after the coup against

President Makarios by Greek government supported insurgents, a Sov-

iet task group including cruisers and destroyers -oved toward the

island, and thereafter the Soviet Mediterranean fleet was rapidly

reinforced from the Black Sea. Of further significance, Moscow

was reported (by U.S. Defense Department officials) to have also

placed its seven airborne divisions on alert, while Soviet AN-!2

and AN-22 transport aircraft were made more ready for action. 69/

.......... .....
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Occurring prior to the restoration of constitutional government

in Athens, these actions were able to be interpreted as supportive

of Turkey, the Kremlin having cultivated Ankara for some time.

Turkey was deeply disturbed by the coup in Cyprus; the possibility

of Turkish military intervention in Cyprus and Greek-Turkish con-

flict was immediately recognized by all observers. Also possible,

though, those related Soviet naval deployments may have been meant

as a counterbalance to a concurrent U.S. naval presence and as a

demonstration of continued support for Makarios who, after fleeing

to Malta, went on to London. The United States had been very close

to the Greek government and had always encountered difficulties

in dealing with Makarios who retained a certain distance from Wash-

ington. 70/ That the Greek government directed the coup and had

the support of Washington was a supposition made by many at the

time; for its part, the United States did not condemn the coup and

expressed no interest in the return of Makarios. 71/

As to the Soviet airborne alert and reported troop movements in

Bulgaria, almost certainly these actions were precautionary, in

recognition of the possibility of war breaking out between Greece

and Turkey in Thrace adjacent to Bulgaria, a Warsaw Pact ally.

Whatever the proportion of the Kremlin's actions directed toward

weakening NATO, though, it is difficult to escape the conclusion

that this was a consideration and that to some degree Soviet military

units were used in furtherance of this interest.

Security Relationg vith China

Moscow's backing off from con.frontation with the West over

West Germany and West Berlin following the Cuban missile crisis



4-36

was related to more than the disastrous outcome to the emplacement

of missiles in Cuba, the disposition of Khrushchev's successors,

and growing resignation about the Federal Republic's place within

NATO. Of great significance also was the USSR's increasingly hos-

tile relations with China and the development between 1963 and 1969

of a situation that threatened to end in war between the two com-

munist giants.

Relatio.s between Moscow ane Peking begat, to deteriorate fol-

lowing Khrushchev's de-Stalinization speech at the Twentieth Party

Congress iii early 1956. Unconsulted by Khrushchev, the Chinese

perceived this announcement as undermining the legitimacy of com-

munist regimes everywhere as well as the struggle with the West.

The gulf widened further when Moscow, uitimpressed by Peking's

demands for more militanL global struggle against the capitalist

world, accepted Mao's thesis that 'the east wind prevails over the

west wind' only to a limited degree and remained steadfast in its

call for 'peaceful coexistence'. Moreover, while Khrushchev was

willing to probe the West seriously to satisfy important Soviet

security objectives--that is, to obtain a satisfactory settlement

on the questions of Germany end West Berlin, as perhaps precipitated

by the worsening .ino-Soviet relati-nshi? 72 -- he proved unwilling

to help the Chinese develop nuplear weapons. Further parting occurred

when Moscow turned down Peking's request for assistance in building

up China's navy; when the Chinese abandoned the Soviet economic

model in favor of a radical domestic course; and whan the Kremlin

adopted a stance of neutrality in China's border dispute with

India. 73!/

- * -
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Peking Raises the Border Issue

In the early 1960s Peking gave up all hope of cajoling the

Kremlin into accepting its proscribed course. This conclusion

reached, Mao determined to raise China's long closeted desire for

large territorial adjustmemts of the Sino-Soviet border. Hence

in March 1963 Peking indicated its intention to lay claim to south-

eastern Siberia, the Maritime Province, and one-half million square

miles of Soviet Central Asia, all obtained by Czarist Russia in the

nineteenth century via what the Chinese termed 'unequal' treaties.

Precipitating this threat were the harsh polemics exchanged between

Peking and Moscow over the outcome to the Cuban missile crisis and

Khrushchev's point to the C' "ese in this exchange that the USSR

had recognized U.S. nuclear power just as China sensil'y recognized

the existence of British Hong Kong and Portuguese Macao. 74/ Probably

another background factor were border incidents that had already

occurred and the exodus of a large number of Kazakhs and Uighurs

from China to the USSR in 1962. Aside from Pek 's material in-

terests in the disputed territories, bringing this issue up served

to place the USSR further on the defensive and to identify Moscow

to the world as following the imperialist path of the Czars and

the West. Chinese domestic needs were also served. 75/

After the Korean War Soviet military strength in the Far East

was reduced from roughly 30 to 12-14 divisions. In 1965, following

inconclusive talks on border ai.d territorial issues, new assertions

i:0
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by Peking, the beginning of the Great Cultural Revolution in China,

further border incidents and, ominous for the USSR, the onset of

nuclear testing by China, Moscow began to slowly build up its mili-

tary position in the area, filling out units, rotating them with more

capable Soviet troops deployed in Central and Eastern Europe, sending

surface-to-surface nuclear weapons and other advanced armaments east-

ward, and moving forces closer to the border. 76/ Moscow also went

out of its way to reaffirm its alliance with Mongolia: In January

1966 Soviet party chairman Brezhnev, accompanied by Defense Minister

Marshal R. Ya Malinovsky, signed in Ulan Bator a new twenty year

mutual assistance pact. Thereafter Soviet troops were deployed into

Mongolia for the first time in a decade. 77/

When relations with Peking continued to worsen the USSR further

reinforced its military position. Red Guard activ.ty in neighboring

Sinkiang province, the feverish pitch and violent turns of the

Cultural Revolution elsewhere in China-for more than two weeks in

early 1967 the Soviet Embassy in Peking was even besieged--and

continued nuclear testing (a thermonuclear device was exploded in

June 1967) all made Moscow increasingly anxious that, despite China's

overall military weakness vis-a-vis the USSR, Peking might neverthe-

less either provoke an edge-of-war crisi3 by, for example, deploy-

ing intermediate range missiles to Albania or, even more irrationally,

seek to restore by violence some portion of the so-called lost

territories. 78/ Boldly facing the thought of joint Soviet-American

attack on China, Foreign Minister Marshal Chen Yi related, for ex-

ample: 'we are not afraid.. .The Chinese people, are ready for war and
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confident cf final victory. We now have the atomic bomb and also

rockets...all the nuclear bombs that fall on China will be returned

with interest'. 79/ For the first time since the Great Patriotic

War Moscow felt the possibility of the USSR being the victim of un-

provoked or preemptive military action and saw the territorial

security of the USSR in serious jeopardy. As john Newhouse has ob-

served: "By 1969, there was general acceptance that the real pur-

pose of the Soviet Galosh A-SM was to protect Moscow from primitive

Chinese nuclear weapons, as distinct from high performance American

missiles." 80/

Hence after a slow beginning in 1965-66, the Soviet military

buildup proceeded apace in 1967-68. Better able divisions in Easi-

ern Europe cortinued to be rotated with divisions in the Fax East

and Soviet divisional size forces began to enter Mongolia. in Nov-

ember 1967 Soviet tark units paraded in Ulan Bator in a public demon-

stration of warning to China. and show of commitment to Mmtgolia.

By mid-1968 estimates of Soviet strength in Mongolia ranged up to

six divisions; and in the summer of that year, at the same time the

USSR was expressing itself martially to Czechoslovakia, large-scale

Soviet maneuvers were held in Mongolia. 81/ Additional divisions

also appear to have been deployed to Soviet Central Asia. Consider-

ing the improved state ther, of Soviet-U.S. relations, the August 1968

Soviet-Japanese agreement for their joint development of Siberia,

the invasion of Czechoslovakia and the Brezhnev Doctrine, these fur-

ther Soviet military deployments and activities directed at China

1t
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provided a serious warning to Peking within an ominous global

strategic environment.

The 1969 Clashes and Soviet Threats

The increasingly tense situation finally came to a head between

March and August 1969. With both sides evidently intent on demon-

strating their resolve, a Chinese ambush of a Soviet patrol on

Damansky Island in the Ussuri River on March 2, 1969 led to a Sov-

iet provocation there on Marzh 15; this latter incident including

artillery exchanges, the use of Soviet tanks, and infantry battle

that raged for about nine hours and ended with some 60 Russian r ..d

800 Chinese casualties. Thereafter cther border areas w:te also

subjected to violent interchanges which continued intermittently

until August. In April the scene of violence shifted westward to

territory near Chuguchak where the Sinkiang-Uighur Autonomous

Regic ,f China fronts the Kazakh Soviet Socialist Republic. While

clashes continued in this area, fighting broke out in May and June

in the Amur River border ayea in the east again. Finally, on Aug-

ust 13, 1969, again near the DzLngarian Gate, the ancient trade

and invasion route between Sinkiang and Kazakhstan, a new major

clash occurred in which Peking claimed Snviet tanks, helicopters

hnd several hundred troops entered Sinkiaig to provoke battle. In-

deed, after the initial clash on March 2, the Soviet 'Union appeared

generally responsible for the hostilities that foiowed. 82/

Soviet objectives in the aftermath of the first Damansky

Island incident appear Lo have been tnreefold: to cajole Peking
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into entering new talks to 'normalize' the border situation--that

is, tc obtain a diplomatic framework allowing the USSR to retain

the territory pried by China; to deter Peking from further military

action against Soviet pers.nnel and territory; to be prepared for

war with China. Soviet border provocations were aimed at satisfying

the first two of these goals; the March 15 action, as a particular

exhibition of Soviet determination, was also aimed at the international

communist m-vement and catered to Russian nationalism and a desire

for revenge. 83/ The last concern--to be better able to defend

the USSR--as well as the first two more political objectives were

further served by a number of other political-military actiuns

including: the transfer of six additional Red Army divisions to the

Far East; the expansion of airfields in the east; a call-up of re-

serves and general expansion of the Red Army from 140 to 148 divi-

sions; and major exercises in the Amur River area and

the Transbaikal military district. About the latter exercise, the

Soviet military newspaper Krasnaya zvezda proclaimed Soviet forces

to have scored 'a convincing victory' after 'courageously and

decisively attacking the enemy' (italics added). 84/

In late snmer the Kremlin appeared to lose rn.iencf. with

Peking which, notwithstanding its agreement in May to enter new

talks by the Sino-Soviet Commission for Navigation on Boundary

Rivers, had not backed down in its propaganda or in its cemands for

satisfaction by the USSR as a precondition for more fundamental bor-

der talks. Like israe. facing the Arabs, Moscow found itself unable
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to translate military superiority into political recognition; and

like the Arabs, Peking saw an ace in its willingness to talk about

the issue in a direct negotiation. Part of the Kremlin's answer to

this frustrating situation was the more escalatory provocation of

August 13, already referred to. Much maore serious, though, was its

resort to threatening China with nuclear war.

In early August Colonel General V.F. Tolubko, a Red Army

missile specialist and author of an artk!le on August 6 commemora-

ting the 1929 outbreak of conflict between the USSR and China, was

appointed to command the Soviet Far East Military District. When

this form of warning and the August 13 provocation together failed

to produce the desired effect, a Pravda editorial hinted to Peking

that it was courting nuclear war by adhering to "absurd territorial

claims against the Soviet Union." "If a war were to break out under

present conditions, with the armaments, lethal weapons and modern

means of delivery that now exist, no continent would be unaffect-

ed," the Kremlin allowed in waming Peking and as an advisory to the

West. 85/ At the same time the Kremlin circulated a letter among

the governments of Eastern European and foreign communist parties

raising the possibility of a preemptive nuclear strike against

China. 86/ Further amplification was then provided by Soviet Deputy
S

Defense Minister M.V. Zakharov, who suggested the possibility of a

surprise attack against Chi t; and by Victor Louis, a Brftish journ-

alist widely regarded as an unofficial outlet for Soviet state-

ments, who wrote in the London Evening News:
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Some circles in Eastern Europe are asking
why the doctrine (i.e., the Brezhnev Doc-
trine) that Russia was justified in inter-
fering in Czechoslovakia's affairs a year ago
should not be extended to China. Events in
the past year have confirmed that the Soviet
Union is adhering to the doctrine that
accialist countries have the righr to in-
terfere in each other's affairs in their own
interest or those of others who are threat-
ened.

The fact that China is many times larger
than Czechoslovakia and might offer active
resistance is, according to these Marxist
theoreticians, no reason for rot applying
the doctrine. Whether or not the Soviet
Union will attack Lop Nor, China's nuclear
center, is a question of strategy, and so
the world would only learn about it after-
wards. 87/

Insofar as the Louis article followed by a week Chou En-lai's

agreement at a hastily arranged meeting in Peking with Soviet

Premier Kosygin to resume border negotiations with the USSR, this

piece may have been meant only to confirm Moscow's seriousness and

to extract a formal statement from Peking renouncing violence as

a means of altering the existing border arrangement. 88/ This was

obtained on October 7 when Peking, announcing an agreement with

the USSR to reopen negotiations, related that the issue should be

'settled peacefully' and that 'even if it cannot be settled for the

time being, the status quo of the border should be maintained, and

there definitely should be no resort to the use of force'. 89/

The Further Buildup of Soviet Power and New Incidents

Although the border talks that began in October 1969 quickly

proved fruitless and Sino-Soviet relations thereafter remained
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stormy, the Kosygin-Chou meeting, the Chinese statement of October

9 and the punctuation of new negotiations gave Moscow and Peking

a long enough pause to side-step out of the drift toward war. But

not far back from the brink, the two sides kept up their heated

diplomatic battle and a sense of serious military confrontation

continued, despite each one's taking care not to provoke new bor-

der incidents. The Red Army's presence in the border areas (the

Transbaikal and Far East Military Districts and Mongolia), which

mounted from 15 divisions in 1968 to 21 divisions in 1969,

rose to 30 division3 in 1970 and to 45 divisions in 1973. Con-

current with this expansion occurred an increase in Soviet air-

power deployed in the east. Although Peking moved forces closer

to the border to meet Soviet deployments, the number of Chinese

divisions in these areas was maintained at 32-33 until 1972-73

when Peking moved to match the further Soviet expansion and itself

fielded in these theaters a total of 45 divisions. 90/

The extent of continuing Soviet anxiety was further denoted

by a proposal by V.S. Semenov, head of the Soviet SALT delegation

in Vienna in July 1970, to his American counterpart, Gerard Smith,

calling in effect for a U.S.-Soviet alliance against other nuclear

powers--read China. Suggested Moscow: The USSR and Urited States,

upon discovering a plan for a 'provocative' action or attack, would

together act to prevent it; failing this, they would retaliate

Jointly against the third party. 91./ About this time China was

beginning to emplace its first intermediate-range ballistic missiles. 92/

The Kissinger and Nixon visits to China and general movement toward

Sino-American rapprochement that ensued in 1971 raised Moscow fur-

I I
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ther in its seat.

After peaking in 1973, the Soviet military presence in the

east leveled off and then dropped down to 43 divisions where it

remained thereafter. 93/ A repcrted Sino-Soviet military clash

in the Mongolian border area in November 1974, perhaps provoked

by Moscow to push Peking into new negotiations, was not followed

by renewed militarization of the on-going verbal jousting; and a

new round of negotiations was begun in Peking in early 1975. A

&omewhat similar sequence of events occurred a year later. In

that instance China released in December 1975 a Soviet helicopter

crew captured in 1974 shortly after the report of a large in-

crease in the numbers of Soviet tactical missiles and armored

vehicles in the Far East. Having earlier accused the captured

Soviet crew members of engaging in espionage, Peking called their

story credible upon releasing them. 94/ Whether this was coin-

cidence or a response to Soviet military pressure is difficult to

tell.

New instances of Kremlin military pressure upon Peking to

behave more desirably appeared to occur again in 1978. On April

1 a long Pravda editorial again rejected China's preconditions

for further border negotiations and called for "a joint statement

to che effect that the sides will build their relations on the

basis of peaceful coexistence, firmly adhering to the principles

of equality, mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integ-

rity, noninterference in each other's internal affairs, and the

(nonuse of force, could advance the matter of the normalization of
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our relations." 95/ Four days later Soviet party chairman Brezhnev

and Politburo member and Defense Minister D.F. Ustinov watched

Soviet ground and air exercises in the Far East near Kharbarovsk,

about 25 miles from the Sino-Soviet border. Brezhnev was reported

to have thanked the troops for their "high state of preparedness"

and to have been assured by them that they would ccntinue to

"vigilantly defend our socialist motherland." 96/

One month later approximately 30 Russian soldiers, supported

by a helicopter and military river boats were reported to have

crossed the Ussuri River into China for a short time at a place

about 200 miles from Khabarovsk. Moscow termed the incursion a

mistake that occurred when Soviet border guards pursued 'a danger-

ous and armed criminal' at night; Peking accused the USSR of an

'organized military provocation'. 97/ Insofar as the incident took

place just after a visit -o North Korea by party chairman Hua Kuo-

Feng, only one week before a visit to China by Rumanian leader

Nicolae Ceausescu and two weeks before a visit by U.S. national

security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, it was not implausible to

infer in this action a caution by Moscow to Peking to restrain its

anti-Soviet activity and to keep the dispute between them within

existing bounds. Because the Soviet troops ended up in Yueh Ya in

Hulin county, Heilungkiang province, it is also possible that

Moscow meant to caution North Korea against endorsing China's posi-

tion in the Sino-Soviet conflict. 98/

Implications of China's Peace Offensive

In the late 1970s Moscow appeared less anxious about a sudden
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Chinese threat to Soviet territory in the Far East than about

Peking's activist diplomacy aimed, as Moscow saw it, at forming

"an anti-Soviet alliance, to undermine the unity of the socialist

states, to torpedo the attained level of European detente based

on the principles of peaceful coexistence." 99/ When Soviet rela-

tions with the United States deteriorated seriously in the Spring

of 1978, an importanat element in this shift from Moscow's point of

view was the appearance of a nascent U.S.-NATO Europe-China

entente--consider, for example, presidential adviser Brzezinski's

expressions of concen), about the Soviet Union during his May 1978

visit to China, journeys to the People's Republic by West German

and British general officers just prior to Brzezinski's trip, the

reported support by the Carter administration for Chinese arms

purchases in Western Europe, and the U.S. decision to sell China

advanced technology items while high technology sales to the USSR

were looked at more coldly. 100/

Adding further to the Kremlin's sense of China's making head-

way in shifting the global balance of power to the USSR's dis-

advantage was the signing by China and Japan in August 1978--

later that month Chinese party chairman Hua Kuo-feng was to visit

Rumania and Yugoslavia--of a treaty of peace and friendship, thsis

document including an article opposing third party attempts to as-

tablish in any part of the world a position of "hegemony," a code

word in Peking's lexicon denoting Soviet imperialism. In accept-

ing this "pivotal provision," as Moscow termed it, Tokyo was viewed

as having "capitulated" in the negotiations in which Peking's objective

L
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was one of "undermining Soviet-Japanese neighborliness." 1021

Earlier, Moscow warned Japan repeatedly against signing an agree-

ment with China, and two months earlier, when Japan and China were

preparing for a new round of negotiations, Moscow staged naval,

amphibious and other ground maneuvers in the Kurile Islands, whose

return from the USSR Tokyo has claimed since Japan regained its

sovereignty after World War II. While Soviet cruisers, de-

stroyers, submarines and support -hips cruised offshore, naval

infantrymen landed on beaches and alrbors. units dropped by para-

chute. Although Soviet maneuvers in this area hz d once been com-

mon, no military exercises had been held there since 1970. 102/

That the Kremlin was not just concerned to deter the de-

velopment of strengthened Chinese-Japanese relations, but saw

Japan as militarily resurgent and meant to insure against any

thoughts in Tokyo about regaining the islands by force was sug-

gested by a buildup of forces on the islands some months later.

The Kremlin saw in U.S. as well as in Japanese behavior in 1978-

79 a strong reception to Peking's overtures and finally concluded

that Washington and Tokyo were themselves actively seeking to

strengthen their bilateral alliance and their relationships with

China for the purpose of disallowing the accomplisment of Soviet

objectives. Military men in the USSR perceived the construction

of "a NATO for Asia." 103/ Prior to the 1979 conflict between

China and Vietnam the Kremlin was also seriously worried about the

prospect of improved relations fetween China --nd India and New

0 2
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Delhi's acceptance of Peking's view of the world. Good relations

between China and North Korea too were apparent. While Moscow

pressed upon New Delhi the danger posed by a powerful China,

Pyongyang was reminded that it was Peking who sought the retention

of U.S. forces in the Pacific area, including South Korea. 104/

If Peking continues to expand its relations and standing in

the world in an atmosphere of Sino-Soviet hostility and compe-

tition, Moscow may be tempted fror. time to time to express its

Zispleasure and give warning by orchestrating political-military

aperatio-as in the border areas, and elsewhere directed at the

targets of Peking's diplomacy. Increasingly, though, the Kremlin

1 ill probably be put off from martial action along the Sino-Soviet

border invofar as Peking presses ahead in its strategic weapons

program and modercizes its conventional forces. Under Mao's

stewardship China's nuclear weapons program went forward quite

slowly while deficiencies were allowed in conventional fiiepower

and mobility and the thesis of people's war retained something of

the gospel. Hence, while appearing formidable on pape and con-

tinuing to be of concern to the USSR, the relative military bal-

ance botween the USSR and China between the Cultural Revolution

and Mao's death became ever more favorable to the Soviet Union,

particularly as Mcs,:ow made major investments in strategic and

conventional forces development and procurement. Chineef- :_trategic

A. orces at the end of the 1970s included only some 60-80 IRBMs and

HMRBs and about L.0 TU-16 bombers able to carry nuclear weapons. 105/

4- 4
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This dynamic could be reversed, however, upon decisions by Peking

affording deployment of a large number of CSS-4 ICBMs in the ne.xt

decade; development of a submarine-launched ballistic missile

capability; the purchase of major technology and large volumes of

conventional armaments from the wet; and heavy investment in

industrialization and domestic arms production. 106'

Some believe the Kremlin may be prompted to think less of

military displays which might reinforce Peking's drive to achieve

a stronger military and global political position than of serious

preemptive action to destroy China's ability to threaten the USSR

militarily. 107/ Barring this drastic step, which would mean

acceptance of enormous risk, and aside from hostile political-

military operations aimed at other rations that might cozy up to

Peking, Soviet armed forces may be most active in the Sino-Soviet

conflict on the playing fields of the third world, as tney have

been in the pursuit of influence vis--a-vis the West stnce the late

1960s. The Kremlin's competition with Peking has already pre-

sented itself on a number of occasions as a factor helping to ex-

plain Soviet political-military operations in new nations.

! °
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